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From: Brett M. Converse

To: Nickel, Brian

Cc: Paul Klatt

Subject: 61 pounds per day

Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2016 3:20:04 PM
Hi Brian:

During our meeting | understood that Sandpoint’s current discharge during the summer is about 61
Ib/day (with probability basis).

And the draft permit P load was based the current discharge of 61 Ib/day.

However, the permit FS is very unclear on which came first, the 61 pounds or the 47%. The first
mention of 47% (pg C-3) was when documenting the authorized mixing zone which suggest the
permit is based on the mixing zone rather than historic summer P discharge. | think the current load
discharge of 61 Ib/day should be established, the mixing zone calculated to be 47% and authorized,
the modeling effort done to confirm the 61 pounds per day is protective (well, | actually don’t think
the modeling effort was needed).

It seem the permit has not documented the current summer discharge which is important to establish
Sandpoint’s historic load and basis for anti-degradation. For that matter the winter load should be
well documented too. Is that what we agreed was needed?

Regards

Brett

Can you send me the data you showed during our meeting?

Page E-4, The mixing zone is dilution is calculated based on 47%

Fact Sheet
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June — September
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From: Maree Peck

To: Ryan Luttmann; "daniel.redline@deq.idaho.gov"; Nickel. Brian

Subject: City of Sandpoint Wastewater Treatment Plant NPDES Permit No. 1D0020842
Date: Wednesday, May 11, 2016 2:28:23 PM

Attachments: 4323_001.pdf

Attached is a copy of the letter addressed to Michael Lidgard regarding the City’s WWTP NPDES
permit. You will receive a hard copy in the mail.

Maree Peck

City Clerk

City of Sandpoint

1123 Lake St.

Sandpoint, ID 83864

Phone: 208-263-3310

Fax: 208-263-3678

The City of Sandpoint and USDA are equal opportunity providers and employers. If you wish to file a Civil Rights program complaint of
discrimination, complete the USDA Program Discrimination Complaint Form, found online at
http://www.ascr.usda.gov/complaint_filing_cust.html or at any USDA office, or call (866) 632-9992 to request the form. You may also
write a letter containing all of the information requested in the form. Send your completed complaint form or letter to us by mail at U.S.
Department of Agriculture, Director, Office of Adjudication, 1400 Independence Avenue, S.W., Washington, D.C. 20250-9410, by fax (202)
690-7442 or email at program.intake@usda.gov.
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CITY HAl

May 11, 2016

Michael J. Lidgard

Manager, NDPES Permits Unit

Region 10

United States Environmental Protection Agency
1200 6th Ave., Ste. 900

Seattle, WA 98101-3140

Subject: City of Sandpoint Wastewater Treatment Plant NPDES Permit No. ID0020842

Dear Mr. Lidgard:

We have received the draft National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
for our wastewater treatment plant, with the Public Notice Issuance Date of April 19, 2016. The
purpose of this letter is to request an extension of time to review and comment on the draft
permit. The City requests a 60-day extension to the comment period, adjusting the City’s
opportunity for comment to July 18, 2016.

The City of Sandpoint has a new Mayor, City Administrator and Public Works Director/City
Engineer who have not been part of this NPDES permit reissuance process for the facility
referenced above, and we feel additional time to review is warranted. The City has retained J-U-
B Engineers, Inc., to assist the City in analyzing the draft permit and appurtenant documents.

The reasons for a time extension to the comment period include the following:

1. The draft permit has had significant input and analysis by the EPA and the Idaho
Department of Environmental Quality (IDEQ) since the City’s current permit was
administratively extended in 2007. The new staff needs adequate time to review, analyze
and develop comments to the draft permit. It is our understanding that the draft permit
may result in the City needing to build a new facility to meet the proposed requirements.
The full attention and engagement of the new staff and City officials is required, and an
extension of time would accommodate that need.

1123 Lake Street, Sandpoint, ID 83864 + 208-263-3158 - www.Sandpointldaho.gov







Michael Lidgard
May 11, 2016
Page 2 of 2

2. A CE-QUAL-W2 River Model was used to develop proposed discharge limits. Modeling
has been performed by EPA as recently as October 2015, and the City needs additional
time for our consultant to review the revised information.

3. It appears that a mixing zone for a non-toxic compound is being proposed. The City
would like additional time to review the application of this methodology by EPA in late
October 2015, as well as to determine if this policy is being implemented in a manner
consistent with our state’s legislative intent, prior to submitting our comments.

4. Additional time for review of the anti-degradation methodology is requested. We would
like additional time to review the proposed reduction in phosphorus loading with IDEQ
and evaluate whether or not the methodology utilized is consistent with previous
discussions with IDEQ to maintain Pend Oreille River water quality by limiting our
phosphorus discharge to existing levels.

The City of Sandpoint continues to manage our resources in a manner to protect our surface
waters. We respectfully request an extension of time to comment on the draft permit until July
18, 2016.

Sincerely,

Shelby Rognstad
Mayor

c: Brian Nickel, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (nickel.brian@epa.gov)
Ryan Luttmann, Sandpoint Public Works Director
Dan Redline, Idaho Department of Environmental Quality










From: Melissa Ward

To: daniel.redline@deg.idaho.gov

Cc: Nickel, Brian; Ryan Luttmann; Maree Peck

Subject: City of Sandpoint Wastewater Treatment Plant NPDES Permit No. 1D0020842
Date: Friday, July 01, 2016 3:08:02 PM

Attachments: Sandpoint Comments Second Draft NPDES Permit 1D0020842.pdf

Mr. Redline:

I am forwarding the attached on behalf of Mayor Rognstad. The original will follow by First Class
Mail.

Melissa Ward

Deputy City Clerk

City of Sandpoint

1123 Lake St., Sandpoint, Idaho 83864
(208) 263-3317

email: mward@sandpointidaho.gov
City website: www.sandpointidaho.gov

The City of Sandpoint and USDA are equal opportunity providers and employers.

If you wish to file a Civil Rights program complaint of discrimination, complete the USDA Program Discrimination
Complaint Form, found online at http://www.ascr.usda.gov/complaint_filing_cust.html or at any USDA office or call
(866) 632-9992 to request the form. You may also write a letter containing all of the information requested in the
form. Send your completed complaint form or letter by mail to U.S. Department of Agriculture, Director, Office of
Adjudication, 1400 Independence Ave. SW, Washington, DC, 20250-9410, by fax to (202) 690-7442 or email at

program.intake@usda.gov.
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July 1,2016

Michael J. Lidgard

Manager, NPDES Permits Unit

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10
1200 Sixth Ave., Ste. 900

Seattle, WA 98101-3140

Dan Redline

Regional Administrator

Idaho Department of Environmental Quality
2110 Ironwood Pkwy.

Coeur d’Alene, ID 83814

Subject: Comments on Second Draft NPDES Permit ID0020842
City of Sandpoint Wastewater Treatment Facility

Gentlemen:

We first want to express sincere appreciation once again for the time that you and your staffs have
taken to review this Second Draft Permit with us. Significant new staff and leadership at the City
makes your extra effort go a long way toward a better understanding of all the issues, as we all
work to maintain and improve water quality. As we stated in our previous Draft Permit comments,
the City of Sandpoint cherishes its surrounding water quality. Residents, business owners and
visitors realize that excellent water quality is important to the City’s economy and way of life.
Ensuring that the City’s wastewater treatment effluent is of consistently high quality is recognized
as important in all City decisions and operations.

It is equally as important that the City dedicate its limited resources in a fair and effective manner.
We believe that portions of the Second Draft Permit require clarification and/or modification to be
consistent with those dual goals, while still meeting all requirements under the Clean Water Act.

Our comments are organized in the following sections:

Timeline/Compliance Schedule Requirements

Our first concern is the timeline proposed for the necessary planning, funding, design,
construction, and start-up of the improvements to meet new permit requirements. The current







Sandpoint Comments on Second Draft NPDES Permit ID0020842
July 1, 2016
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Facility Plan is ten years old and must be updated to reflect improvements made within our system
since it was approved. The Facility Plan Update must also address the significantly more stringent
requirements for phosphorus, ammonia, and mercury proposed under this Second Draft Permit.
We have received approval for Idaho Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) matching
funds to update the Facility Plan and will begin that two-year process in 2016. The Facility Plan
will include significant public involvement to determine whether the existing treatment plant site
can accommodate the preferred improvement alternatives. Imbedded within the decision for plant
relocation is the level of desire and participation of other regional entities in a common treatment
plant.

Once the Facility Plan Update is approved by DEQ, the difficult and extensive process for funding
the treatment plant improvements must be achieved through voter approval or judicial
confirmation. Funding approval often takes a year or more to achieve and may delay the
improvement design process, since improvement alternatives are often dictated by available
funding for those improvements. The improvement design process should be provided at least two
years in order to allow for potential pilot testing of physical and biological process modifications.
This is especially true at the existing plant site, where space constraints will significantly limit the
available technologies that can be considered for ammonia and phosphorus reduction.

Bidding and construction of the complex electrical, mechanical, and biological wastewater
improvements being contemplated to meet new permit limits will require at least two years to
complete. If the selected alternative from the Facility Plan involves relocating the existing
treatment plant, the construction timeline should be extended by at least two years. The additional
time is needed to account for the miles of pressure pipelines that must be constructed to connect
the existing common influent location to the proposed location near Baldy Mountain Road and
Great Northern Road, as well as return the reclaimed water to the river outfall. Once construction
is complete at either location, the biological startup and optimization sequences will still require
at least a year to be confidently established for permit compliance. The bottom line is that
compliance with the Second Draft Permit limits would require at least eight years at the existing
treatment plant site, and ten years if the Facility Plan Update process recommends relocating the
treatment facility to the new site.

Interim milestones and progress reports may be needed to assure DEQ, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA), and the public that these efforts are being made to achieve final
compliance as soon as practicable. A proposed Compliance Schedule Table is attached to this letter
to more easily demonstrate the timelines necessary for each treatment plant location.

Facility Information — Treatment Plant Description

Now that the correct design flow for the existing facility has been established at 5.0 mgd, it is also
vitally important to update the Fact Sheet to accurately describe the treatment process. The
description under Section II should be similar to the description in the fact sheet accompanying
the January 5, 2002, permit. The following text is similar to the 2002 fact sheet, reflects recent
improvement at the treatment plant, and should be included in the Fact Sheet:
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The following is a description of the Sandpoint wastewater treatment plant (WWTP)
process (flows are reported as maximum instantaneous). Influent wastewater enters the
headworks, which consist of a screen, then flows to an aerated grit basin. Following the
grit basin, flows greater than 9.8 mgd can be diverted to the storm water clarifier, followed
by chlorination in the chlorine contact basin prior to discharge. Flows less than 9.8 mgd
pass through two primary clarifiers. Following primary clarification, flows greater than 5.0
mgd are diverted through a detention tank to the chlorine contact basin prior to discharge.
Flows less than 5.0 mgd continue through secondary treatment. Secondary treatment
consists of two parallel aeration basins with fine bubble aeration, followed by two parallel
secondary clarifiers, the chlorine contact basin, and discharge to the Pend Oreille River via
a 36-inch diameter outfall and diffuser. Flows diverted to the storm water clarifier and the
detention tank are combined with effluent from secondary treatment prior to chlorination
and discharge through outfall 001. Primary solids are anaerobically digested. Secondary
solids are thickened via a rotating drum screen and anaerobically digested with the primary
solids. Digested biosolids are land applied. Biogas is used to heat the digester and generate
electricity.

Phosphorus Limit

During our workshop/meeting on June 10, 2016, EPA communicated to the City that the proposed
summer phosphorus limit was based on the current estimated summer phosphorus load being
discharged by Sandpoint and that the load changed from the prior permit due to a “summertime”
analysis. This method is consistent with Sandpoint’s stated goal of limiting our phosphorus
discharge to current values and Idaho’s anti-degradation rules. However, the methodology is not
well documented in the permit or fact sheet; therefore, we request that the basis for the phosphorus
discharge (current load) be firmly established in the permit and that analyses undertaken by DEQ
and EPA (mixing zone, CORMIX, CE-QUAL-W2, Ecoregion II) were used to confirm that the
permitted load meets water quality standards. Our goal is to document that current loads were
used to establish effluent limits, beneficial uses are being met, water quality goals are being met,
and future analysis should not be needed to justify the load when the permit is renewed.

Ammonia Limit

The proposed ammonia limit in the Second Draft Permit was a surprise to the City, given the
limited data collected. The field study to measure river direction and velocity seemed to be the
primary evidence that triggered an ammonia limit. The staff report hinted at the limited
applicability of the effort, yet the effort was heavily relied upon in the Draft Permit. Two points
of concern needing to be addressed are:

1. The field study is not adequate to quantify the system sufficiently. The agencies will
require the City to spend a great deal of money to meet permit limits triggered by the field
study; therefore, a more rigorous effort should be undertaken to adequately characterize
the range of conditions in the River.

2. Ifthere is a northeast velocity vector near the outfall, it is unlikely that 100% of the effluent
flows that direction. The potential dilution of the tortuous flow should be considered.
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We propose the ammonia limit be postponed through the facility planning phase while additional
data is obtained by the City; specifically, temperature and pH data around the outfall area both
upstream and downstream, and ammonia data around the outfall (upstream, downstream and
nearshore), so toxicity (winter and summer) can be estimated. Effluent flow and ammonia
concentration data will be collected when the field sampling is done, so potential correlations
might be identified. We would plan for a few sampling events on days similar to DEQ’s field
study (gusty East wind and boat traffic) to capture a “worst case” scenario.

We will have this data available before any significant facilities are designed/constructed, so we
can meet with DEQ and EPA to estimate any potential ammonia limit that may be expressed in
the next permit (including seasonal options) and plan the appropriate facilities, or EPA can write
the permit in a way to account for this additional data.

The City would like the EPA to consider a seasonal ammonia limit if toxicity issues during the
colder seasons are not evident upon analysis.

Mixing Zone

Mixing zones for non-toxic compounds are not required under the Clean Water Act. It seems Idaho
law is written in such a way to require mixing zones for all discharge constituents rather than
allowing 100% of the flow to mix with non-toxic compounds. It will be our responsibility to work
at the State level to verify that the methodology is consistent with the intent with which it was
passed into law.

Mercury

The January 28, 2015, letter comments to EPA remain valid today: Fish tissue sampling is

supposed to be conducted by responsible states and tribes at least every five years under EPA (and

DEQ) guidance. It is not reasonable or necessary to shift this responsibility to Sandpoint based on

existing data.

1. Mercury monitoring requirements in the Pend Oreille River are not reasonable because they
are proposed based on upstream fish tissue methyl-mercury concentrations in Lake Pend
Oreille. DEQ acknowledges that methylation of mercury in the lake environment is very
different than in the river environment where Sandpoint discharges. Those upstream sources
and processes are not the responsibility of, nor can they be reduced or eliminated by, Sandpoint
discharge or monitoring proposed in this Second Draft Permit. In fact, Pend Oreille River fish
tissue may very well meet state and federal requirements. This is directly supported by the
downstream fish tissue sampling in the river, where only a single sample out of 12 exceeded
DEQ and EPA standards of 0.3 mg/kg and, at 0.492 mg/kg; it was within Washington’s
standards. We strenuously reassert that the fish tissue sampling requirements should be
removed because they are not consistent with either the treatment plant monitoring data that
has been occurring under the current permit or the downstream fish tissue sampling performed
by the State of Washington, EPA, and the Kalispel Tribe.

2. The method detection limit required in Sandpoint’s current permit was higher than desirable
for DEQ’s and EPA’s current concerns, because there was no indication of a mercury concern
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at the time. Although Sandpoint detected mercury twice out of 66 samples, both detections
occurred within a week of each other, which indicates a likelihood of sampling or laboratory
error or a temporary excursion from the influent. Although both reported values are within the
proposed permit limits today, they do not provide an adequate representation of actual mercury
discharge potential from the Sandpoint WWTP. Therefore, the first step proposed in the
Second Draft Permit is appropriate for Sandpoint to collect monthly effluent data using the
lower detection limit (proposed almost 1,000 times lower than the current permit). This
additional data will allow EPA to recalculate whether Sandpoint has a reasonable potential to
exceed the water quality concentration at the edge of the mixing zone based upon reported
laboratory values. At the same time, the proposed permit requires the City to develop and
implement a Mercury Minimization Plan (MMP). The MMP will educate sewer system users
about the sources of mercury within their homes and businesses, along with the dangers of
disposing of mercury down the drain. It will also provide information for proper disposal
locations. The MMP and improved sampling methodology is reasonable and will provide the
agencies and the public reasonable assurance that Sandpoint is protective of receiving water
quality for mercury.

3. The proposed permit requirements are a costly burden for Sandpoint. In addition, the fish tissue
sampling likely cannot be undertaken without highly specialized consulting expertise and/or
agency personnel allowed to obtain fish for sampling. For instance, the City of Boise has
employed the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) for sampling and fish tissue analysis and
received 40% cooperative funding for their efforts. Boise and the surrounding communities
obviously have significantly more extensive community resources (almost an order of
magnitude larger) and discharge into a river that is almost an order of magnitude smaller.
Similarly, PCB sampling for fish in the Spokane River has not been forced onto the Idaho or
Washington dischargers. The sampling is conducted by agency personnel consistent with DEQ
and EPA existing guidance for such sampling.

In summary, Sandpoint should not be burdened with the State and Federal fish sampling programs
based on upstream fish tissue concerns when downstream fish tissue concentration do not exceed
standards. Under the proposed permit, Sandpoint will be sampling at a frequency and laboratory
minimum value that will provide the agencies sufficient data to more accurately develop mercury
limits to protect Pend Oreille River water quality and beneficial uses. In addition, Sandpoint will
be reducing the potential for mercury contamination by educating its citizens and providing
resources for proper disposal of mercury-containing products like fluorescent light bulbs.

PCB’s

Polychlorinated biphenyl concentrations in the Pend Oreille River system are largely unknown.
However, the Ponderay Newsprint Company’s paper mill downstream from Sandpoint was
required to obtain river water quality and effluent data for their National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) permit (WDOE, 2012, Fact Sheet for NPDES Permit WA-
0045628). The two river sample results were below the detection limits of 50 pg/L and indicate
that the river meets both Idaho and Washington water quality standards. Therefore, Sandpoint
should not be required to perform monitoring for a water body that apparently meets water quality
standards.
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River Sampling

River sampling required as part of this permit should be adjusted to reflect the fact that the river
may be unpredictably inaccessible due to ice during the months of December, January, and
February. In addition, at more than a mile wide and with the nearest year-round boat launch about
10 miles away, obtaining river samples in low/fluctuating water periods from November through
March is expensive, time consuming, and/or hazardous for treatment plant owners and operators.
It would be safer and more reliable to provide Sandpoint with flexibility to collect the required
number of samples over several years, while avoiding dangerous and very difficult river conditions
for collecting those samples.

Summary

The City of Sandpoint’s commitment to excellent water quality is strong, and the Pend Oreille
River water quality remains excellent. Keeping our water quality is of utmost importance, utilizing
effective and practical approaches within the means of Idaho’s citizens.

Thank you for carefully considering our comments, which, we believe, will achieve the
requirements of the Clean Water Act and continue to protect the Pend Oreille River from
degradation to its beneficial uses.

We look forward to a permit that will both protect our high quality water resources, while
obligating Sandpoint’s limited resources effectively and responsibly. That approach will result in
a permit that is acceptable to all.

Sincerely,

Shelby Rognstad
Mayor

cc: Ryan Luttmann, Sandpoint Public Works Director
Tom Heron (IDEQ)
June Berquist (IDEQ)
Brian Nickel (USEPA)
Brett Converse, J-U-B ENGINEERS

ATTACHMENT (Compliance Schedule Activities)







Table 1 - Compliance Schedule Activities

Time After
Permit Issuance

Compliance Activities and Budget Requirement

WWTP Location

End of Year 1

Provide written notification of development and
implementation of the following within 180 days of permit
issuance: Quality Assurance Plan (QAP), Operations and
Maintenance (O&M) Plan, Emergency Response and
Public Notification Plan, and Mercury Minimization Plan
(MMP). Submit summary of results of increased sampling
frequency and lower detection limit results for effluent
total phosphorus, ammonia, PCB, TCDD (dioxin), and
total mercury plus PCB and TCDD in influent.! Report
results of “summer and winter” sampling around the outfall
with a comparison to the assumed ammonia impact
conditions that are currently in the Second Draft Permit.
Report progress of Facility Plan Update and MMP
implementation. Prepare and submit to EPA a Local Limits
Evaluation (LLE) for Pretreatment Program requirements.
The estimated additional annual budget requirement for
these compliance activities is $150,000 ($30,000 for
laboratory analyses and $120,000 for consulting engineers
and scientists).

Existing and New

End of Year 2

Submit Facility Plan Update for DEQ approval, including
public participation and recommended alternative relative
to WWTP relocation, improvement funding strategies, and
rate/fee impacts. Submit final report with results of
“summer and winter” sampling for ammonia impacts
around the outfall and a comparison to the assumed
conditions in the Second Draft Permit. Submit all annual
information required at end of Year 1. The estimated
additional annual budget requirement for these compliance
activities is $110,000 ($30,000 for laboratory analyses and
$80,000 for consulting engineers and scientists).

Existing and New

End of Year 3

Summarize results for securing funding of approved
Facility Plan’s selected alternative(s), which may include:
grant and loan submittals and results; public outreach,
meetings, and hearings to authorize rate and fee increases;
soliciting and retaining bond counsel; coordination with
County and bond election results; petition and results of
Judicial Confirmation proceedings; and resulting
Ordinances to authorize debt financing of proposed
improvements. Submit all annual information required at
end of Year 1. The estimated additional annual budget
requirement for these compliance activities is $70,000
(320,000 for laboratory analyses and $50,000 for
consulting engineers and scientists).

Existing and New

End of Year 4

Report progress of design for selected improvement
alternative(s), including relocation and staging options for

Existing and New
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new site. Submit completed pilot testing done for
phosphorus and ammonia reduction at existing site and/or
potential new site processes. Prepare NPDES/IPDES
permit application submittal. Submit all annual information
required at end of Year 1 plus any river sampling for five-
year compliance requirement. The estimated additional
annual budget requirement for these compliance activities
is $70,000 ($30,000 for laboratory analyses and $40,000
for consulting engineers and scientists).

End of Year 5 Submit design of selected improvement alternative(s). Existing and New
Submit and respond to NPDES/IPDES permit application
questions and comment period. Submit all annual
information required at end of Year 1, plus river sampling
required for five-year compliance. Implement existing site
phosphorus reduction strategies to meet final permit limits.
The estimated additional annual budget requirement for
these compliance activities is $70,000 ($30,000 for
laboratory analyses and $40,000 for consulting engineers
and scientists).

End of Year 6 Report progress of bidding and construction for selected Existing and New
improvement alternative(s). Submit all annual information
that may be required under a permit renewal process. The
estimated additional budget requirement for compliance
activities beyond Year 5 are harder to predict but it is
unlikely that the costs will decrease in future permit cycles.

End of Year 7 Report progress for construction completion and startup of | Existing
selected improvement alternative(s) for ammonia reduction
to meet final permit limits. Submit all annual information
that may be required under a permit renewal process.

End of Year 7 Report progress for construction of selected improvement | New
alternative(s) for relocating existing plant to new site
(collection, transmission, and treatment). Submit all annual
information that may be required under a permit renewal

process.
End of Year 8 Biological processes fully functional to meet final permit Existing
limit compliance.
End of Year 8 Report progress for construction completion and startup of | New

new collection, transmission, and treatment facilities at the
new site. Submit all annual information that may be
required under a permit renewal process.

End of Year 9 Troubleshooting and optimization of new treatment and New
transmission facilities.
End of Year 10 | Final permit limit compliance. New

1. Does not include river water or fish sampling. Permit requirement must allow three
months for ultra-low level results for mercury, PCB, and TCDD to be reported from the
specialized laboratories capable of performing the work plus collation of the report by
City staff.










From: Kody Van Dyk

To: Lidgard, Michael; Daniel.Redline@deq.idaho.gov
Cc: Nickel, Brian; John.Tindall@deg.idaho.gov; "June.Bergauist@deq.idaho.gov"; "Brett M. Converse";

pklatt@jub.com; Kody Van Dyk; Waste Water Treatment Plant; Carrie Logan; Robert.Steed@deq.idaho.gov;
"thomas.herron@deg.idaho.gov"

Subject: Comment Letter on Sandpoint Draft NPDES 1D0020842
Date: Thursday, January 29, 2015 10:40:57 AM
Attachments: NPDES Permit 1D0020842 Comments.pdf

Mr. Lidgard and Mr. Redline,

Please accept the attached letter from Sandpoint Mayor Logan. The letter contains the comments
put together by City of Sandpoint staff on the draft NPDES permit for the City of Sandpoint WWTP.
A copy of the letter and attachment will be mailed to you in addition to this e-mail copy.

Thank you,

Kody Van Dyk, P.E.

Public Works Director
The City of Sandpoint and USDA are equal opportunity providers and employers
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January 28, 2015

Michael J. Lidgard

Manager, NPDES Permits Unit

US Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900

Seattle, WA 98101-3140

Dan Redline

Regional Administrator

Idaho Department of Environmental Quality
2110 Ironwood Parkway

Coeur d’Alene, ID 83814

Subject: Comments on Draft NPDES Permit ID0020842
City of Sandpoint Wastewater Treatment Facility

Thank you for the time that you and your staffs have taken to review this Draft Permit with us. It
goes a long way toward a better understanding of all the issues in front of your agencies as you
work to maintain and improve water quality.

The City of Sandpoint cherishes its surrounding water quality. Residents, business owners and
visitors realize that excellent water quality is important to the City’s economy and way of life.
Ensuring that the City’s wastewater treatment effluent is of consistently high quality is
recognized as important in all City decisions and operations.

The approximately 7,500 residents of Sandpoint are a small percentage of the residents of the
Clark Fork/Pend Oreille watershed. Determining the proper balance between Sandpoint
residents’ wastewater treatment discharge and other watershed denizens’ impacts is important.
For this reason the City of Sandpoint urges the regulatory agencies to ensure that requirements
are proportional to the dischargers and fair to the ratepayers.
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January 28, 2015

Michael J. Lidgard
Manager, NPDES Permits Unit
US Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10

Dan Redline

Regional Administrator
Idaho Department of Environmental Quality

The issues with the draft NPDES permit on which the City is commenting are in bold below.

WWTP Capacity

Sandpoint recently sent Idaho DEQ comments related to plant capacity in a letter dated January
15, 2015, which is incorporated into these comments by reference and included in the appendix
of this letter.

Sandpoint requests the WWTP be permitted to 5 MGD as submitted in the application. The City
was surprised when the capacity was changed from 5 MGD to 3.62 MGD without consultation
with the City as suggested in the permit writers’ manual section 4.5.1 to request additional
information and/or 4.5.3 to correct a mistake. Plant capacity affects nearly every aspect of the
discharge permit. Therefore, should the draft permit be revised and reissued, we request the
opportunity to comment on the entire permit, not just the capacity. Even after the comment
period closes, Sandpoint would be eager to discuss all issues of the draft permit.

QOutfall Extension

The Water Quality Certification mandates an extension of the outfall to improve mixing of the
effluent into the receiving water in an attempt to meet water quality criteria for phosphorus
concentration. The river water quality, with the proposed discharge, was modeled using
Cormix. The model results are inconclusive and very subjective when trying to define the actual
currents and water movement as suggested by the hand drawn lines on the figures and the fact
that the modeled plume does not bend as it spreads across the width of the river. The Cormix
model was inappropriately used in an attempt to show a shore-hugging phosphorus plume which
could cause the near shore total phosphorus concentration to exceed standards. The Cormix
model is best suited to model point discharges into a water body with uniform flow in a
rectangular cross-section. In this case, the receiving body does not fit the criteria. The Cormix
model’s discussion even states that the model cannot predict the plume and study is needed. The
caveats in the discussion were ignored and the questionable results were used to force Sandpoint
into a large capital project. The limitations of the model bring into question the potential success
of an outfall extension, especially given the questionable need to fix a problem that has not been
shown to exist as evident by the retention of full beneficial use.
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Michael J. Lidgard
Manager, NPDES Permits Unit
US Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10

Dan Redline
Regional Administrator
Idaho Department of Environmental Quality

Extending the outfall would be overly burdensome and have questionable success due to the
limited ability of the model to accurately predict mixing in a non-rectangular section.

The Water Quality Certification uses mixing zone criteria typically associated with toxic effects
to justify better mixing within the receiving water. It appears the model results suggest a shore-
hugging plume with phosphorus concentrations exceeding water quality standards. This is an
unnecessary application of toxic criteria as phosphorus has no human health or aquatic life
criteria. The shore-hugging plume restriction of the model is specifically to allow, for example,
fish passage along the shore line. The width restriction has a similar goal. As stated in the draft
NPDES permit, phosphorus is a “far field” pollutant that exerts an impact upon water quality
over long distances. It would seem the phosphorus would be well mixed into the receiving water
within a fairly short distance, certainly by the constriction at Dover’s Rocky Point.

In general, it is not necessary to use a model to estimate effects when the system you are
attempting to model exists. In this case, the WWTP has been discharging nearly the same total
phosphorus load for twenty years without a loss of beneficial use, which is the effect the model is
attempting to show by an excessive concentration of phosphorus in too large of an area (mixing
zone). In fact, an attempt was recently made to show a loss of beneficial use from aquatic growth
due to excessive phosphorus in the river (303d listed); however, the river was found to have full
beneficial use after an evaluation of the river (removed from 303d list). Therefore the river is
currently not suffering a loss of beneficial use with respect to nutrients, and it is reasonable to
expect that continuing to discharge phosphorus at nearly the same level would not contribute to a
loss of beneficial use.

It is inappropriate to cause a significant change in the way Sandpoint treats and manages
wastewater when a loss of beneficial use has not been demonstrated. We feel the proper course
of action if a loss of beneficial use has been observed is to document the loss, update the
integrated report, get the water body listed on the 303d list and proceed with the TMDL process.
Otherwise Sandpoint will be overburdened with all the responsibility for managing phosphorus
in the water body when shoreline property owners, lake users, resort operators and other sources
need to share the burden, if a burden exists.

The draft permit forces a large capital project to fix a questionable problem without any
allowance or time to study and master plan the concern. We believe this violates DEQ’s own
rules against large capital projects that have not been master planned.
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Michael J. Lidgard
Manager, NPDES Permits Unit
US Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10

Dan Redline
Regional Administrator
Idaho Department of Environmental Quality

Alternatives that may be vetted in a master plan to address phosphorus issues in the river include,
but are not limited to: removing phosphorus from the effluent, storing discharge during periods
of low flow in the river, land application, and/or phosphorus pollution trading. For example,
Sandpoint’s long term plan is to move the WWTP away from the waterfront by constructing new
wastewater treatment facilities with nutrient removal technology. The result would lower the
phosphorus concentration discharged into the lake and potentially mitigate concerns of a shore-
hugging plume; however, exhausting capital to extend the outfall to address theoretical
phosphorus issues in the river would delay the new facilities or negate the need and/or desire for
a nutrient removal facility and therefore may not be the best solution.

If the proposed phosphorus limit is imposed, Sandpoint cannot reliably meet that limit without a
longer averaging period and/or new facilities. If new facilities are required, a 10-year
compliance schedule is necessary to study, fund, plan, and build the facilities necessary to meet
permit conditions. A longer compliance schedule would be necessary to allow Sandpoint time to
relocate the existing WWTP. Any effort exhausted at the current location would just delay the
new state of the art facility.

If the water body segment is listed on the 303d list and phosphorus is identified as a pollutant of
concern, an effort should be made to study phosphorus in the river rather than model the
phosphorus.

There are no human health or aquatic life toxicity concerns for phosphorus in the water body;
therefore, the only reason to define a mixing zone for phosphorus would be due to a loss of
beneficial use due to aquatic growth (which has not been supported nor shown to exist). Causing
a great expense without adequate justification is unnecessary and overly burdensome to
Sandpoint. The water body is not impaired nor suffering a loss of beneficial use.

Mercury:

Mercury limits and monitoring requirements are proposed based on upstream fish tissue methyl-
mercury concentrations in Lake Pend Oreille that exceed the state and national criteria of 0.3
mg/kg. We argue that these requirements should be removed because they are not consistent with
either the treatment plant monitoring data that has been occurring under the current permit or the
downstream fish tissue sampling performed by the State of Washington, EPA, and the Kalispel
Tribe (WDOE, 2014, https:/fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/SummaryPages/1403020.html).
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Manager, NPDES Permits Unit
US Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10

Dan Redline
Regional Administrator
Idaho Department of Environmental Quality

This is a relatively new document that may not have been available during development of the
permit but must be considered now.

Treatment plant monitoring performed six times annually for 15 years under Sandpoint’s existing
pretreatment requirements showed only two samples out of 66 samples above the required
detection limit of 0.2 ug/L. Both of those detectible values were within the proposed maximum
daily limit of 1.1 ug/L and the other 64 samples were arguably an order of magnitude below the
maximum proposed limit (0.1 ug/L, half of the detection limit) and less than 20% of the
proposed average monthly limit.

Continued monitoring of the influent and effluent with the proposed lower detection limits is
reasonable to demonstrate the continued compliance from the treatment plant. Because of the
two detectible sample results in 2008, developing and implementing a Mercury Minimization
Plan within the City service area also seems reasonable to reduce the potential for the
occasionally detectible discharge of mercury to the system from residential, commercial or
industrial sources such as fluorescent lamp disposal, dental office amalgam, and mercury-
containing equipment.

Expanded sampling of the surface water and fish sampling is not justified based solely on the
upstream fish tissue sampling in Lake Pend Oreille. Methylation of mercury in the
anaerobic/anoxic areas within the lake environment is well known. Combined with the large
surface area and long detention times, the resident fish in the lake have access to and
bioaccumulate methylmercury very differently than in the river environment where Sandpoint
discharges. This is directly supported by the downstream fish tissue sampling where only a
single sample out of 12 exceeded Idaho and EPA standards of 0.3 mg/kg and, at 0.492 mg/kg, it
was within Washington standards of 0.77 mg/kg. That is likely one reason that the State of
Washington is not imposing mercury restrictions on either the City of Newport or on the
Ponderay Newsprint paper plant discharge. Water flowing downstream from Lake Pend Oreille
past the Sandpoint treatment plant makes up over 80% of the water flowing in the reach where
the more extensive fish sampling was performed near Ponderay Newsprint. Based upon the fish
tissue back-calculation that EPA utilized to estimate the water quality upstream from Sandpoint’s
discharge, the river water quality is actually much better than it is in the lake, both of which meet
the referenced standard of 0.012 ug/L. Beyond the simple expense and logistics required, it is our
understanding that the Idaho Fish and Game has never granted fish sampling harvest permits to
entities other than state, tribal, or federal agencies.
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That is another reason that it makes more sense to remove fish sampling from Sandpoint’s
proposed permit requirements and leave them with the State of Idaho as proposed in Section 4 of
the “Implementation Guidance for the Idaho Mercury Water Quality Criteria” (IDEQ, 2005,
https://www.deq.idaho.gov/media/639808-idaho_mercury_wq_guidance.pdf). It also seems
reasonable to require Sandpoint’s cooperation with that statewide effort for consistent and
scientifically defensible results in the final permit. Fish tissue sampling responsibility should not
be placed inappropriately directly on the City of Sandpoint when this is a recognized state-wide
problem due largely to air deposition from distant and unregulated sources.

PCB’s

Polychlorinated biphenyl concentrations in the Pend Oreille River system are largely unknown.
However, the Ponderay Newsprint Company’s paper mill downstream from Sandpoint was
required to obtain river water quality and effluent data for their NPDES permit (WDOE, 2012,
Fact Sheet for NPDES Permit WA-0045628). The two river sample results were below the
detection limits of 50 pg/L and indicate that the river meets both Idaho and Washington water
quality standards. Ponderay Newsprints’ six effluent samples average 5,790 pg/L with a
maximum value of 10,800 pg/L. Based on this information, Washington has proposed an
effluent limit of 126,600 pg/L for Ponderay Newsprint and no limits or monitoring for the City
of Newport. While there may be a concern for fish tissue concentrations near or below the
Ponderay Newsprint outfall location (WDOE, 2014), making it seem reasonable for Sandpoint to
gather some background data on their influent and effluent, Sandpoint should not be required to
perform monitoring for a water body that apparently meets water quality standards.

Summary

The City of Sandpoint’s commitment to excellent water quality is strong. Also, Sandpoint
residents and businesses should not be held to a different standard from other point and non-
point dischargers to the Pend Oreille River.

Thank you for carefully considering our comments which, we believe, will result in a discharge
permit that achieves the requirements of the Clean Water Act and protects the Pend Oreille River
from degradation from Sandpoint’s discharge.
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Manager, NPDES Permits Unit
US Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10

Dan Redline
Regional Administrator
Idaho Department of Environmental Quality

We look forward to a two-sided discussion based on our comments that will result in a permit
that is acceptable to all.

Carrie Logan, Mayor

cc: Kody Van Dyk, Sandpoint Public Works Director
John Tindall (IDEQ)
June Berquist (IDEQ)
Brian Nickel (USEPA)
Brett Converse, JUB Engineers

ATTACHMENT (letter to DEQ on WWTP capacity)
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January 15, 2015

John Tindall, P.E.

Idaho Department of Environmental Quality
2110 Ironwood Parkway

Coeur d’Alene, ID 83814

Subject: Draft NPDES Permitted Plant Capacity

John,

Regarding our meeting in early December to discuss Sandpoint’s draft NPDES permit. Thank
you for your time, understanding and insight. I appreciate your assistance.

With respect to one central issue for Sandpoint, the permitted flow for the POTW, the City
stands by its 2006 NPDES permit renewal request for a flow of 5 MGD. Although there is more
than one way to look at plant capacity, Sandpoint believes that a realistic capacity is
approximately 5 MGD.

Assigning a capacity to a facility with a blending permit does not allow for an absolute
determination of capacity. This is one reason a precise capacity number is not provided in
facility plans or O&M documents. For purposes of determining a plant capacity for the NPDES
permit, the City focused on capacity of the secondary treatment portion of the POTW. Below is
an explanation of Sandpoint’s rationale for claiming a treatment plant capacity of 5 MGD:

1. When JUB was investigating the plant capacity during the facility planning process in
2006, performance data and staff interviews showed that one of the two existing trains of
the secondary system was routinely receiving 2.79 MGD. It was expected that both trains
could receive twice that flow (5.58 MGD). This number is included in an attached sheet
within the 2007 facility plan and therefore not created recently.

2. Plan sheet from the1983 treatment plant upgrade plans has 4.8 MGD flowing to the

secondary system. This number is included in an attached sheet within the 1983 plan set
and therefore not created recently.

CITY HALL « 1123 Lake Street = Sandpoint, ID 83864 ¢ Phone 208-263-3317 ¢ Fax 208-263-3678
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John Tindall, P.E.

Idaho Department of Environmental Quality
Page 2

3. Itis expected that the upgrade to fine bubble diffusers and better blowers would increase
the capacity of the secondary system. A Biowin biological process model was used to
estimate the capacity of the secondary treatment system with fine bubble diffusers. As
shown by model runs and calculations, the system does have a bit more capacity but
capacity is limited to S MGD by the performance of the secondary clarifiers. The
operators sometimes enhance clarifier performance by chemical addition; however, the
ability to improve clarifier performance was not used to estimate a capacity greater than 5
MGD.

For the reasons stated above, and operationally, Sandpoint seasonally, treats in excess of 5 MGD
through the secondary portion of the POTW for weeks at a time. The City of Sandpoint
continues to request that a plant capacity of 5 MGD be the basis of the IDEQ 401 Certification
and the NPDES permit.

Thank you for your consideration. I look forward to discussing this further with you at your
convenience.

Publ}c Works Director

Attachments







AHYWANS ALIOVAYO WYIHLS QindIT I T

b2 3HNDId ZLZ66 Wi 'SuUDyods “eauq UIpOH 1S53 S09L @
NYId ALNIOYS ONIMIINIONT TVLNINNOAHIANT LTIAST
HILYMILSYM INICJONYS
'SMOTS My3d ¥3IANN
NOILYY3HO NI Sy34dv1D OML NO a3sva a ONIGYOT ONLLINN
JoNB'L
09 “39Y1S 00074 Py
ONIMANYH Sa10S 0L 43AMY 3TI3¥0 ON3d OL UA—00L LV ¥3AIM 3TN0 GNId HLIM O ONIQYOT LNINAND
390MS H3LYMNNOLS GONE'ZI MISN470 ONY TIVALOO
* JIOANIS NI NISYE NOLYA3Y
TNLONNLS - NG NV 1/Bw 000°L 40 SSTW v LV B HLd3Q ¥3LYM umum pms
SMOTS ¥IHOIH SSYAAG/MOTANIND —  — —
1v 030N03¥ S| ADN3IOI443 TYAONIY ¥ 3N SANos — — — —
B«E% i 2 oh 3LN0Y MOTS MILYMILSYM ~——
= S3ALMIOYS “LSIX3
N —3
(¢ ERER]
Qomy'ol

(

& GONBZI
QonE'y WERYD prS.8 X 8.55 . m_ _
UAUVMNOLS
(! f HONI-ZL  °
s PMsSCZ 0L
7 TIVHSNYd _ X 9,55
/ iNamaa
/ 2 SHINYD

@
. SYM
3 B*SiSEOL == ONITONVH
] ¥ 8,55 i SQNOS OL SYM
¢ SYM
[ EanvH GOWE'L ANVANOOIS
_ o /  19viNoo | :
3 —— 3NRIOTHO = =
- [ Iz
w
G4 T T

MO 0 Sdnnd

- | é w<¢
¥34v 10 _ oone's wa worano —— | @ —
YILYMAYOLS —
0L NCIS¥IAID % |a " === S¥IMo1a
#0714 SS30X3
HIAM MOTAH3A0 —— _ i il .—._doszn» |  — IVONIRIINID
G o | L
9 SSYdAg : B — —
zﬂhnv(m .mM.Sz_::oo _ PMs.SZ°L Svy

. x TI0AD3Y MIWYOS
0ONEZL | RLSNOM TBNNVHO v.58 —__—dF—T7 *. ——1 | ®6 o00wSt
| _ r Il Si%5E¥5E a9

MELLTS 1 W
= 3dy3Is N
R ¥39NOT ON | | t
NI \ ~ — MIMOL |
NOLLYCIXO [
NV - i _
) e | | b
4 i
INVLYNNZNS | ———
. | HINBOHL
ez aNv ¥3L539id —

SSYdAH ¥3IMOL
NOLLYAIXO ¥3WY04

JUONS '8 SNISYE NOILY¥3Y OL W4

SMILRVD AwvNEd |
*| ONTIANYH Saros
—— 0L 39qMIS ANYNRG

J Va3 €-N-1 JapIoym ‘Wd #5196 £002/12/€ ‘}-L TUNDI “BMP*ILLYWIHIS\BMP\UBISa\uRld A1yioey 133emalsepm Jutodpueg SE0-50-07\5122(014\NGNd\SIIYEPIA







[ 3ivo = B R e b Py e - “t.a e
- Eaemuesy 7y ONI ‘SHIFHNIONE OHNILIASNOD e e — i
o = LT s/l e " YMEWODINON "W SHWVE s A e
12345 OUAVAL ‘ARGADENE 40 L it sy, [T—————— = [ =Y
i 3TVOS TYN/DINC
J1YH-INO LTUYWIXOTY
DNIMYIG §IHL ._.Zwﬂ ML GNIAV I GRT ﬁﬂﬂuﬂu
wz_ZG‘; 09N L) 40 MOT4 %vy3d HLIM 3A0BY 03LVDION
BMOTd $53008d Y404 NMOHS 2T140dd JINNYEARH
) - T S0z
HNVL EEFLaE]
NOTINI130 “HIIYNWYO1S
P WMaN
0soz > — e - T 0502
¢s0g T e —————— = S - i > - — — = 6502
TONED \N RSy
cooe = — e o= : 0902
Sooi — e e e p—piaa g arn — ..._ — ———  $307
? ﬂ_
i |
al _
0L02 — -—— e E— L 18 S .
apnas _
T I_.__ )
sL0e —— i = sioz
TIvaIno
JUNIoNNLS NISVE EEEEELRE] X08 NISVE HIMOL NOIIVLS dwnd SHIEEV X08 “SHUROVAn
IN3N333 NOIIVRIGO THD KUVaNoo3s Y3IITdS "NOILVYEV M2N NOILYAIXO XIVONOO3S TEONES BALLTIIS AN
o802 = — p—y = i : —— e e
. d3ARVHD
WENITd 0% - GO v2 - 598 e
—
s502 - - E— ===} W
. _ # 5502
£ |
o0z e fTp——t—— -~ _ / _
r_ ! uT.u Ji - |/.....J 1 - 0902
T e el (el Rabiiy | xos  MaLaw _ _ ’
; TALON 0520 13 | =t H | SHOLNNIAWOD |
L i L = e s80E |
|| R — iy ._
H B — -
i i iy -
020z T oe=e—dep= ! == ha
3pEIE 000 | e
1 A1

HVEL 001 001271713

1 1§
L Ll 1 ,_ T

g

oRo2

i
si202 _D__
o

§BOZ T 7~ I

asgz — — mT mimT—

o5 —











From Daniel.Rediine@deq.idaho.gov

To: Nickel, Brian

ce June Bergquist@deq.idaho.ov

Subject: FW: Request from Sandpoint on WWTP improvements and Smart Growth
Date: Monday, September 28, 2015 1:03:58 PM

Brian,

FY!1 on this email. See the emails string below that involves a number of other EPA staff that probably don’t have the same background that you do on these projects. Let me know if you have any
questions. Thanks,

Dan Redline

Regional Administrator, Coeur d’Alene Office

Idaho Department of Environmental Quality

Office Phone: 208-769-1422

Dlrect Line: 208- 666 4621

From: Daniel Redline
Sent: Monday, September 28, 2015 12:59 PM
To: Chas Ariss; Tressa Nicholas; Mary Anne Nelson
Cc: Matthew Plaisted; June Bergquist; Thomas Herron
Subject: RE: Request from Sandpoint on WWTP improvements and Smart Growth
Chas,
Just so you know, this is a complicated situation that involves a lot of players so please check with the regional staff that have been working on these projects in both Sandpoint and the Kootenai-Ponderay
area.
June has been working on the 401 certifications for the draft permits that EPA (Brian Nickel) has been working on for several years for both the City of Sandpoint and the K/P Sewer District.
Tom, June and other TMDL staff have been working with these communities on a nutrient management plan for Lake Pend Oreille and the Pend Oreille River.
Matt has been in the loop on the engineering side of the discussion as well.
Over all, I think this office is supportive of the regionalization effort especially if it leads to an overall lower loading of nutrients to these two connected water bodies, one of which has a TMDL for
nutrients. The city of Sandpoint has already purchase property for a potential regional WWTP and it has been a matter of timing and cost when they start to seriously plan for going that route.
Let me know if you have any questions. Thanks for keeping us in the loop.
Dan Redline
Regional Administrator, Coeur d’Alene Office
Idaho Department of Environmental Quality
Office Phone: 208-769-1422
Direct Line: 208-666-4621
Daniel.redline@deg.idaho.gov
From: Chas Ariss
Sent: Monday, September 28, 2015 12:26 PM
Tu Pepper, Maureen; Tressa Nicholas; Tyler Fortunati; Mary Anne Nelson; moreilly@americawalks.org
c: sroberts@idahoruralwater.com; Lopez, Maria; Matthew Plaisted; Daniel Redline
Subjecl, RE: Request from Sandpoint on WWTP improvements and Smart Growth
Sounds good Maureen
From: Pepper, Maureen [mailto:Pepper.Maureen@epa.gov]
Sent: Monday, September 28, 2015 1:25 PM
To: Chas Ariss; Tressa Nicholas; Tyler Fortunati; Mary Anne Nelson; moreilly@americawalks.org
Cc: sroberts@idahoruralwater.com; Lopez, Maria; Matthew Plaisted; Daniel Redline
Subject: RE: Request from Sandpoint on WWTP improvements and Smart Growth

Chas,

This would be fantastic, thank you! | can let Molly and Aaron know and see if that date works for them and connect you all.
~Maureen

T (>

Maureen A Pepper (Tooke)

Decentralized Mgmt Program/ t

U.S. EPA - Idaho Operations Office(100)

950 W. Bannock St., Ste. 900

Boise, ID 83702

P: 208/378-5626

E: pepper.maureen@epa.gov.

http://www.epa.gov/septicsmart

From: Chas.Ariss@deq.idaho.gov [mailto:Chas Ariss@deq.idaho.gov]

Sent: Monday, September 28, 2015 1:12 PM

To: Pepper, Maureen; Tressa.Nicholas@deq.idaho.gov; Tyler.Fortunati@deq.idaho.gov; mary.anne.nelson@deg.idaho.gov; moreilly@americawalks.org

Cc: sroberts@idahoruralwater.com; Lopez, Maria; Matthew.Plaisted@deq.idaho.gov; Daniel.Redline@deq.idaho.gov
Subject: RE: Request from Sandpumt on WWTP improvements and Smart Growth
Maureen:

I and other DEQ staff will be in Coeur d’Alene the week of October 191 conducting water reuse training Tuesday October 20t - Thursday October 22" We have travel days planned for October 19 & 23 (Monday & Friday).
Since we are all driving, | would be amenable to visiting the Sandpoint WWTP on Friday October 23" to take a look at their plant and discuss their concerns.

Chas Ariss, PE

Wastewater Engineering Program Manager

Idaho DEQ

1410 North Hilton

Boise, 1D 83706

208.373.0561 Direct

208.373.0576 Fax

chas.ariss@deg.idaho.gov

From: Pepper, Maureen [mailto:Pepper.Maureen@epa.gov]

Sent: Monday, September 28, 2015 11:21 AM

To: Chas Ariss; Tressa Nicholas; Tyler Fortunati; Mary Anne Nelson

Cc: sroberts@idahoruralwater.com; Lopez, Maria

Subject: Request from Sandpoint on WWTP improvements and Smart Growth

Importance: High

All,

EPA received an email from the City of Sandpoint regarding their concern about spraw! related to the impending need to upgrade/expansion of their WWTP that made its way to me. They are having compliance issues
with their permit which does fall in EPA’s camp but there are many components here and still is a state and local issue.

Molly’s original email is below, followed by my summary of the call | had them to find out more about what the issues are and how we could help them to EPA R10 folks and then my response to Sandpoint with
materials | am aware of that | thought could get them started. | am still not totally sure how it ended up in my lap but | am guessing my experience with decentralized, working with small communities, and coordinating
with all of you is probably why they asked me to be the initial POC...they were looking for someone to champion this.

Where this stands now is my looking for advice on next steps as they offered to do a tour to show what their issues are. After talking to Maria Lopez it seems that this might be more in your camp at this point than in.
There are several components to this, compliance, smart growth, regionalization, additional nutrient loading to Lake Pend Oreille from expansion of WWTP, impervious surfaces, etc.

Please read from the bottom up. Thank you for your time and I will follow up with EPA R10 folks in the meantime.

Regards,

~Maureen

- IR e (G

Maureen A Pepper (Tooke)

Decentralized Mgmt Program/: i t

U.S. EPA - Idaho Operations Office(100)
950 W. Bannock St., Ste. 900
Boise, ID 83702
P: 208/378-5626
E: pepper.maureen@epa.gov
http://www.epa.gov/septicsmart
From: Pepper, Maureen
Sent: Thursday, September 17, 2015 5:01 PM
To: 'Molly O Reilly'; Aaron Qualls
Subject: Following up
Importance: High
Molly and Aaron,
It was great to talk with you both on Tuesday and learn about the challenges facing the City of Sandpoint and how EPA and others can assist your city in finding a way to grow smartly.
I have sent summary to my colleagues that asked that | follow up with you and a few others that I think would provide valuable input. While | await a response | am sending you the following materials to look over that
I think would get you started.
-There is a chapter in a rural smart growth publlcatlon on usmg wastewater |nfrastructure practlces that meet development goals,” which would address many of the issues they are facing:
. (this is attached as a PDF as well)
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e There is also the report from the technical assistance project we did with the Spokane Tribe to help with water and wastewater planning: http://www2.epa.gov/smartgrowth/long-term-planning-sustainable-water-
and -infrastructure-wellpinit-washington.
* WERF’s information on Responsmle Management Entmes (RME s) for decentrallzed wastewater infrastructure (typically cluster/community systems) -
RNV

N //WWY R
*The case sludles attached are examples of each Ievel of management (l 5) in EPA’s Voluntary Management Guidelines for Onsite and Clustered Wastewater Treatment Systems. Management levels 4 and 5 call for
an RME.
Here are the Guidelines: http://water.epa.gov/scitech/wastetech/upload/septic_guidelines.pdf
« Effective and Sustainable Utility Management — This is a resource developed jointly by EPA and USDA. There are several resources and tools here: http://water.epa.gov/infrastructure/sustain/watereum.cfm

There are two organizations that serve Idaho that provide technical assistance that would be good resources for you as well, they are Idaho Rural Water Association (IRWA) and the Rural Community Assistance
Corporation (RCAC). | have contacts at both organizations if you would like to contact them. In addition | can connect you with the wastewater folks at Idaho DEQ. EPA currently has permit authority in Idaho but the
IDEQ does do a great deal of work in this area and could provide assistance as well.
Shelley Roberts, IRWA
Chief Executive Officer
(208) 343-7001 (office)
(208) 860-9661 (cell)
sroberts@idahoruralwater.com
Chas Ariss, IDEQ
Wastewater Engineering Program Manager
(208) 373-0561
chas.ariss@deq.idaho.gov
Carol Cohen ,RCAC
(801) 505-8412
ccohen@rcac.org

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions.

Regards,

~Maureen

- T (>

Maureen A Pepper (Tooke)

Decentralized Mgmt Program/: i t

U.S. EPA - Idaho Operations Office(100)
950 W. Bannock St., Ste. 900

Boise, 1D 83702

P: 208/378-5626

E:

http://www.epa.gov/septicsmart

On 9/16, | followed up with and spoke to Molly O’Reilly and Aaron Qualls, Director of Planning & Economic Development with the City of Sandpoint, ID yesterday to find out what their issues are and what they are
seeking EPA’s assistance with. The City of Sandpoint is having some compliance issues and are facing upgrading/expanding their wastewater treatment plant. They are concerned about extending the sewer line and
creating sprawl as they would like to maintain the character of their community. Growth is inevitable but they want to do it in a smart way.

Sandpoint’s sewer lines are currently restricted to the city limits. Sandpoint’s user rates are already quite high and they are concerned that the users won’t be able to afford it if the there is an expansion/regionalization.
They are further concerned about the added impervious pavement that come with the sewer line extension and therefore additional stormwater runoff and pollutant loading to Lake Pend Oreille.

That said, they are in the beginning phase of looking at solutions to this issue. They very much want to grow smartly and coordinate with two neighboring towns, the county and the Kootenai/Pend Oreille Sewer
District.

I indicated that | could send them some materials electronically that I thought might be helpful as well as talk to some colleagues about other information and best practices from other communities. | suggested that they
might want to host a meeting with the county, sewer district and the neighboring towns of Dover and Kootenai so that they can discuss the issue and possibly develop a plan to look at all wastewater infrastructure
options for the future together. My suggestions were well received and they are offered to host a visit to the Sandpoint and talk about solutions going forward.

This request for assistance as | see it is multi-layered and I, as the initial POC, ask for your input on next steps as well as information that can be forwarded to them that would be of assistance.

From: Molly O'Reilly [mailto:moreilly@americawalks.org]

Subject: EPA is forcing my town to subsidize sprawl!

Hi Kathy,

You and | met at New Partners for Smart Growth in San Diego. My "subject" is a bit overdrawn, but truer than I'd like.

My family lives in the North Idaho city of Sandpoint. It's a town of 7,500 in a county of 40,000. Several smaller towns surround us with low density sprawl beyond that. EPA is requiring our sewage system and an
adjoining one that extends into the countryside to undergo such expensive upgrades that “regionalization" is starting to look like the only cost effective answer.

As you know, restricting urban-level services is often the only way a municipality can avoid fostering sprawl beyond its borders. EPA is pushing sewer "regionalization” in other ways as well; subsidizing a technical
study of combining the sewer systems but that does not consider the economic impacts of inducing sprawl. Sandpoint would have no control over future expansion of that system, and the Kootenai-Ponderay Sewer
District answers to no municipality.

So, the way EPA is pursuing clean water (an essential goal) is forcing a progressive, relatively dense little town to subsidize the sprawl that will ultimately undermine our core and livability. Is there another path that
could be taken?

Thank you,

Molly O'Reilly
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From: Nickel. Brian

To: June Bergquist

Cc: Le, Michael; Lidgard, Michael; Poulsom, Susan
Bcc: Maclntyre, Mark

Subject: FW: press coverage Sandpoint

Date: Thursday, December 04, 2014 9:35:00 AM
Attachments: Talks under way BCDB 120214.docx

Sandpoint EPA permit update could boost wastewater costs CDA Press 120214.docx
E-mail to Kody Van Dyk regarding analytical methods 5-22-14.pdf

June:

Thanks for sharing. It’s disappointing that, to my knowledge, we were never contacted by the paper
to give our perspective on the permit.

I didn’t find any glaring factual errors in the articles, however, with respect to the City’s
“measurement precision” complaint (or, more correctly, “measurement sensitivity”), | would like to
point out that, for years, the City did not comply with the sensitivity requirements in its
administratively continued permit, and Mr. Van Dyk is well aware of this (see attached e-mail). After
we notified them of this in May, they’ve begun using more sensitive methods to analyze metals
(which they should have been using for the past 12 years).

It is true that the prior permit did not require sensitive methods for mercury monitoring, nor did it
require the PCB and dioxin monitoring that’s proposed in the draft permit.

Let me know if | can be of any help in preparing for your meeting.

Thanks,

Brian Nickel, E.I.T.

Environmental Engineer

US EPA Region 10 | Office of Water and Watersheds | NPDES Permits Unit

Voice: 206-553-6251 | Toll Free: 800-424-4372 ext. 6251 | Fax: 206-553-0165
Nickel.Brian@epa.gov

http://epa.gov/r10earth/waterpermits.htm

Please conserve natural resources by not printing this message.

From: June.Bergquist@deq.idaho.gov [mailto:June.Bergquist@deq.idaho.gov]
Sent: Thursday, December 04, 2014 8:24 AM

To: Nickel, Brian

Subject: press coverage Sandpoint

FYI. We are meeting with them Friday (tomorrow) to hear more.



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=9483559E89D34E6D96093E7F5F811F72-NICKEL, BRIAN

mailto:June.Bergquist@deq.idaho.gov

mailto:Le.Michael@epa.gov

mailto:Lidgard.Michael@epa.gov

mailto:Poulsom.Susan@epa.gov

mailto:Macintyre.Mark@epa.gov



[image: ]


[bookmark: _GoBack][image: ]


image1.tmp


b s oo com dc b dspbee 1200109 =BG

Lewis-Clark State College

r.com News, Sports, Emai,

I3 Facebook &) Get more Add-ons ~

A8 -0

@ v Pagev Safetyv Toolsv @~

QAR <« s |+ w [sectons

y

* 4

4

| DECEMBER 2, 2014

VOL. 48 NO. 166

LAEXDO?

zus;

1 powar

16 paces

HOME-DELIVERED FOR 49¢ PER DAY OR LESS

[SAYS ReRe THAT SANTA WL
BE GREKNG HS LIST THREE
THS YEAR

Dec. 2nd
23 Shopping days
“tl Christmes

INSIDE TODAY
» AMERICAN PROFILE

Kupos
Panida Theater

A special “thank you™
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Talks under way
on EPA permit

By CAMERON RASMUSSON
Staff writer

SANDPOINT — The updated
terms of a renewed Environmental
Protection Agency permit could
end up escalating costs (o the city's
‘wastewater treatment plant.

Discussions between the
Sandpoint Public Works Department
and the federal regulatory agency
are under way over the city’s
National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System permit, which
the wastewater treatment plant utiliz-
es to discharge into the Pend Oreille
River. While the terms have et to
be finalized, Public Works Director
Kody Van Dyk said the proposed
‘permit would have far-reaching

See PERMIT, Page 5
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Staff writer
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Accused home invader pleads not guilty to charge peRmIT  smesepes,

“It could mean very

By KEITH KINNAIRD the Bonner County Jail in glars tend to beat a hasty ~court’s no-contact order Continued from Page 1 .o jeals for the rate-
News editor Tieu of $500,000 bail retreat when they dis- in an unrelated domestic  impacts on wastewater  bearers,” he added.
Eiland, 51, isaccused ~ cover a home is occupied, violence case in Spokane,  treatment ‘Another additional cost
SANDPOINT—A  ofbreakinginaglass  Sandpoint Police Chief  Wash. He pleaded not “Tor sure, it will s the introduction of a
transient accused of door of a southwest Corey Coon said. Instead  guilty to the misdemeanor change the way we do  monitoring program that
aftacking a family with ~ Sandpoint home and dis-  of flecing, Eiland con-  charges and atrial for  business,” Van Dyk said  will provide the EPA with
bear attack deterrent arging the caustic spray. fronted and pursued the  those offenses is setfor  at a recent council meet- data to gauge the health
spray during a home-inva-  into the face of the fam-  occupants of the home.  January 2015. ing. of the river, Van Dyk &
sion robbery pleaded not  ily’s patriarch. The man’s Eiland was found a Eiland was convicted According to Van Dyk, said. This program would
guilty Monday to a suite  wife and daughter were  quartermile from the site ~of firstdegree murder  the city originally applied center on river water
of felony charges. also hit with the spray  of the brealcin. He denied in Snohomish County, for a permit renewal i upstream from where

Randy Carl Eilandis_ as they sought refugein  being involved, although ~ Wash., in 1985, which  2006. For eight years, the ~ the wastewater plant
charged with battery with an upstairs room. They  court records indicate he  factored into the setting  EPA renewed the permit  discharges into the river.
intent to commit a seri-  managed to get the door had broken glass on his  of his bail in the Bonner  administratively, meaning The cost of setting up
ous felony, aggravated  closed following abrief  clothes, smelled of pepper County case. Eiland was  the city operated onan  such a program could fall

battery and burglary. His ~ struggle, according to  spray and appeared to be  given a 26-year prison  expired permit for that  into the $100,000 range,
pleas clear the way fora  probable cause hearing  suffering from ts effects. ~term in the Washington  time. In late October,  Van Dyk said.

four-day jury rialin Ist testimony. Before and after Eiland _state case, but it unclear however, the ity received The terms of the
District Court in April. ‘The daylight brealcin  was jailed, he was accused how much of that sen- its permit renewal with  permit also add several

Eiland remains held at  was unusual because bur- ~ of repeatedly violatinga  tence he actually served.  updated standards that  contaminants the city

ISP ivestigating ugive's death following stendoff E - e

o wastewater treatment  greatly increases the
requirement for measure-

thing, the ment precision. According

permitis issued for 3.6 to Van Dyk, the previous
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By KEITH COUSINS tion on a cause of death,”  attempted to contact weapon. He eluded police million gallons-per-day measurement standard
Hagadone News stated ISP spokeswoman,  Crispin by phone and with in October after allegedly ~plant rather than 5 million was milligrams per liter of
Network Teresa Baker, when asked a bullhorn, attempting to use avehi-  gallons per day, Van Dyk  water, but new standards
Monday if the 37yearold _ At330 am. Sunday,  cle to run over a Coeur  said the plantcan turn  could increase precision
COEUR ALENE —  Crispin's death was being ~ Crispin fired a least one  d’Alene Tribal Police ~ out. to micrograms or even
Idaho State Police inves-  investigated as an appar-  round from a weapon and officer during a Plummer The difference of 14 picograms — one million
tigators are looking into  ent suicide. officers returned fire. traffic stop. million gallons has times the level of mea-
the death of a fugitive Thestandoffbegan  Crispin was later found Coeur d'Alene Police ~ nificant impact because ~ surements.
whose body was found  after Crispin’s ex-wife dead in the home. No offi- Department Sgt. Christie  EPA regulations require According to Van Dyk,
inside a Coeur d'Alene  informed police at 830 cers were injured. Wood said that ISP is part that plants begin consid-  the city should have unti
‘home early Sunday follow- p.m. Saturday that the Crispin was wanted of Kootenai County’s criti- erations for expansion  January to continue dis-
ing a standoff that began  wanted man was armed by multiple jurisdictions ~ cal incident task force.  once they reach 85per-  cussions with the EPA
Saturday night. and inside her home: andhad a criminal his-  Whenever multiple law  cent capacity. That means ~ over the permitting pro-
“We are waiting for the on Quincy Court, in tory that included battery, enforcement agencies are ~that almost immediately, ~ cess. Some of the factors
autopsy, which should  the Landings neighbor-  resisting a police officer, involved in an incident, the city will have to com-  should be negotiable, he
be tomorrow, before hood. Multiple agencies  firearms violations and ISP leads the investiga-  Mission an engineering  added. For the present,
releasing any informa-  responded and officers  assault with a dangerous  tion. study for a plant expan-  he said council members

jon. That could ulti-

should keep the issue in
mately mean upgrading  mind for potential action
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Sandpoint EPA permit update could boost wastewater costs 


Posted: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 12:00 am | Updated: 2:05 am, Tue Dec 2, 2014. 


Sandpoint EPA permit update could boost wastewater costs CAMERON RASMUSSON/Hagadone News Network The Coeur d' Alene Press | 


SANDPOINT - The updated terms of a renewed Environmental Protection Agency permit could end up escalating costs to the city's wastewater treatment plant.


Discussions between the Sandpoint Public Works Department and the federal regulatory agency are underway over the city's National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit, which the wastewater treatment plant utilizes to discharge into the Pend Oreille River. While the terms have yet to be finalized, Public Works Director Kody Van Dyk said the proposed permit would have far-reaching impacts on wastewater treatment.


"For sure, it will change the way we do business," Van Dyk said at a recent council meeting.


According to Van Dyk, the city originally applied for a permit renewal in 2006. For eight years, the EPA renewed the permit administratively, meaning the city operated on an expired permit for that time. In late October, however, the city received its permit renewal with updated standards that could add serious costs to wastewater treatment operations.


For one thing, the permit is issued for a 3.6 million gallons-per-day plant rather than a 5 million gallons per day that Van Dyk said the plant can turn out. The difference of 1.4 million gallons has a significant impact because EPA regulations require that plants begin considerations for expansion once they reach 85-percent capacity. That means almost immediately, the city will have to commission an engineering study for a plant expansion. That could ultimately mean upgrading equipment or moving the facility at some point in the future, Van Dyk said.


"It could mean very big deals for the rate-bearers," he added.


Another additional cost is the introduction of a monitoring program that will provide the EPA with data to gauge the health of the river, Van Dyk said. This program would center on river water upstream from where the wastewater plant discharges into the river. The cost of setting up such a program could fall into the $100,000 range, Van Dyk said.


The terms of the permit also add several contaminants the city will have to monitor and greatly increases the requirement for measurement precision. According to Van Dyk, the previous measurement standard was milligrams per liter of water, but new standards could increase precision to micrograms or even picograms - one million times the level of measurements.


[bookmark: _GoBack]According to Van Dyk, the city should have until January to continue discussions with the EPA over the permitting process. Some of the factors should be negotiable, he added. For the present, he said council members should keep the issue in mind for potential action sometime down the road.







Nickel, Brian

From: Nickel, Brian

Sent: Thursday, May 22, 2014 4:14 PM

To: Kody Van Dyk

Cc: Le, Michael

Subject: Method detection limit requirements in the City of Sandpoint

Dear Mr. Van Dyk:

This e-mail is a follow-up to the phone conversation that you and | had with our pretreatment coordinator, Michael Le,
this morning.

As we discussed, the City of Sandpoint’s administratively continued permit includes influent, effluent, and sludge
monitoring requirements in the pretreatment section (Pages 17 — 20). The sampling requirements specify the maximum
allowable method detection limits (MDLs), in Table 3, on Page 19. The EPA requires a certain level of sensitivity (certain
MDLs, in this case) for the monitoring in NPDES permits to ensure that the data reported are useful, i.e., that we don’t
simply get a list of “non-detect” results which provides no quantitative information about the pollutants being
measured. Here is a link to the permit:
http://yosemite.epa.gov/R10/WATER.NSF/95537302e2c56cea8825688200708c9a/2978a2d617a53f36882568790059bd
3¢/SFILE/ATTZBFE1/ID0020842%20FP.pdf

It appears from the monitoring data in the City’s annual pretreatment reports that the City has not been complying with
some of these MDL requirements. The table below provides a summary of the MDLs required in the permit and the
actual sensitivity of the monitoring. Note that this is an apples-and-oranges comparison because the permit specifies a
method detection limit, whereas the lab that performed the pretreatment monitoring reports a practical quantification
level (PQL). A short, plain language explanation of these terms is available here:
http://www.epa.gov/region03/esc/qa/pdf/whatthel.pdf

The PQL would be higher than the MDL for any given analysis, but not by orders of magnitude (a rule of thumb is PQL
= MDL x 6). Thus, the monitoring for arsenic, cadmium, chromium, copper, lead, and silver likely does not comply with
the MDL requirements in the permit.

Parameter | Max. MDL in Table 3 of Permit PQL of Sandpoint’s Monitoring Ratio of Actual PQL to Required
(ng/L) (ng/L) MDL

Arsenic 1.0 50 50:1

Cadmium |0.1 5 50:1

Chromium | 1.0 10 10:1

Copper 1.0 10 10:1

Cyanide 5.0 10 2:1

Lead 1.0 10-20 10:1-20:1

Mercury 0.2 0.2-0.5 1:1-25:1

Nickel 5.0 10 2:1

Silver 0.2 10 50:1

Zinc 5.0 10 2:1

The City must repeat any and all of the pretreatment sampling (see the permit at Part I.G.) that was performed during
May, 2014 that did not meet the MDL requirements in Table 3 of the permit. The City must submit these data to the
pretreatment coordinator (Michael Le) and myself no later than July 31, 2014. The City must also include these data in
the annual pretreatment report (see the permit at Part Il.H.), which is due on October 1, 2014.








Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions.
Thanks,
Brian Nickel, E.I.T.

Environmental Engineer

US EPA Region 10 | Office of Water and Watersheds | NPDES Permits Unit
Voice: 206-553-6251 | Toll Free: 800-424-4372 ext. 6251 | Fax: 206-553-0165
Nickel.Brian@epa.gov

http://epa.gov/r10earth/waterpermits.htm

Please conserve natural resources by not printing this message.










From: Nickel. Brian

To: “bconverse@jub.com"

Subject: Phosphorus loading calculations

Date: Wednesday, June 29, 2016 1:19:00 PM

Attachments: Sandpoint TP Load and Performance-based Limits 2002-2014.xIsx
Brett:

Here is the information you requested by phone today.

Thanks,

Brian Nickel, E.I.T.

Environmental Engineer

US EPA Region 10 | Office of Water and Watersheds | NPDES Permits Unit
Voice: 206-553-6251 | Toll Free: 800-424-4372 ext. 6251 | Fax: 206-553-1280
Nickel.Brian@epa.gov

http://epa.gov/r10earth/waterpermits.htm

Please conserve natural resources by not printing this message.
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TP Q3


			NPDES ID			Permit Name			Monitoring Period End Date			Monitoring Location Code			Monitoring Location Desc			Parameter Code			Parameter Desc			DMR Value			Limit Unit Desc			Statistical Base Long Desc			DMR Value Qualifier Code			DMR Value Qualifier Desc			Quarterly Max. Flow			Quarterly Load (lb/day)			ln(Load)


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			09/30/2002			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			3.21			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum									1.8			48.19			3.88


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			09/30/2003			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			1.63			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum									2.2			29.91			3.40


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			09/30/2004			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			3.17			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum									2.2			58.16			4.06


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			09/30/2005			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			2.37			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum									2			39.53			3.68


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			09/30/2006			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			1.66			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			2			27.69			3.32


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			09/30/2007			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			1.87			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			2.3			35.87			3.58


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			09/30/2008			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			3.65			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			2.1			63.93			4.16


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			09/30/2009			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			2.21			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			3.1			57.14			4.05


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			09/30/2010			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			2.51			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			2.4			50.24			3.92


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			09/30/2011			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			3.05			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			2.7			68.68			4.23


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			09/30/2012			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total [as P]			3.38			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			1.3			36.65			3.60


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			09/30/2013			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total [as P]			5.22			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			1.2			52.24			3.96


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			09/30/2014			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total [as P]			5.33			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			1.2			53.34			3.98


																					90th Percentile			4.906												Max			3.10			68.68


																					Average			3.02												Average			2.04			47.81			3.83


																																				Variance									0.0832133418











TP June


			NPDES ID			Permit Name			Monitoring Period End Date			Monitoring Location Code			Monitoring Location Desc			Parameter Code			Parameter Desc			DMR Value			Limit Unit Desc			Statistical Base Long Desc			DMR Value Qualifier Code			DMR Value Qualifier Desc			Year			Quarter			June Flow			TP Load			ln(load)


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			06/30/2002			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			2.62			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum									2002			Qtr2			2			43.70			3.78


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			06/30/2003			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			2.97			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum									2003			Qtr2			2			49.54			3.90


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			06/30/2004			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			1.7			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum									2004			Qtr2			2.3			32.61			3.48


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			06/30/2006			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			2.21			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			2006			Qtr2			2.4			44.24			3.79


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			06/30/2007			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			3.72			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			2007			Qtr2			1.8			55.84			4.02


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			06/30/2008			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			3.4			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			2008			Qtr2			2.2			62.38			4.13


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			06/30/2009			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			3.08			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			2009			Qtr2			2.1			53.94			3.99


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			06/30/2010			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			2.05			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			2010			Qtr2			4.4			75.23			4.32


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			06/30/2011			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			2.57			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			2011			Qtr2			2.6			55.73			4.02


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			06/30/2013			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total [as P]			3.03			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			2013			Qtr2			1.4			35.38			3.57


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			06/30/2014			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total [as P]			4.29			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			2014			Qtr2			1.3			46.51			3.84


																																										Max			4.40			75.23


																																										Average			2.23			50.46			3.89


																																										Variance									0.0583177581








TP Q1,2,4


			NPDES ID			Permit Name			Monitoring Period End Date			Monitoring Location Code			Monitoring Location Desc			Parameter Code			Parameter Desc			DMR Value			Limit Unit Desc			Statistical Base Long Desc			DMR Value Qualifier Code			DMR Value Qualifier Desc			Year			Quarter			Max Flow			TP Load			ln(load)


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			03/31/2002			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			1.85			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum									2002			Qtr1			4			61.72			4.12


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			06/30/2002			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			2.62			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum									2002			Qtr2			3			65.55			4.18


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			12/31/2002			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			3.1			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum									2002			Qtr4			2.2			56.88			4.04


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			03/31/2003			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			2.11			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum									2003			Qtr1			4.6			80.95			4.39


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			06/30/2003			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			2.97			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum									2003			Qtr2			2.8			69.36			4.24


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			12/31/2003			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			1.75			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum									2003			Qtr4			2.7			39.41			3.67


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			03/31/2004			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			0.8			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum									2004			Qtr1			4.5			30.02			3.40


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			06/30/2004			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			1.7			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum									2004			Qtr2			2.4			34.03			3.53


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			12/31/2004			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			1.87			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum									2004			Qtr4			3.6			56.14			4.03


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			03/31/2005			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			2.91			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum									2005			Qtr1			3.1			75.24			4.32


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			12/31/2005			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			4.26			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum									2005			Qtr4			2.8			99.48			4.60


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			03/31/2006			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			1.67			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum									2006			Qtr1			6.7			93.32			4.54


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			06/30/2006			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			2.21			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			2006			Qtr2			3			55.29			4.01


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			12/31/2006			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			2.31			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			2006			Qtr4			3.7			71.28			4.27


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			03/31/2007			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			1.59			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			2007			Qtr1			4.7			62.32			4.13


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			06/30/2007			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			3.72			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			2007			Qtr2			2.6			80.66			4.39


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			12/31/2007			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			1.89			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			2007			Qtr4			3			47.29			3.86


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			06/30/2008			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			3.4			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			2008			Qtr2			4.4			124.77			4.83


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			12/31/2008			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			3.72			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			2008			Qtr4			1.9			58.95			4.08


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			03/31/2009			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			1.53			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			2009			Qtr1			6.4			81.67			4.40


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			06/30/2009			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			3.08			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			2009			Qtr2			4.1			105.32			4.66


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			12/31/2009			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			2.59			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			2009			Qtr4			3.7			79.92			4.38


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			03/31/2010			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			2.6			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			2010			Qtr1			4.8			104.08			4.65


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			06/30/2010			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			2.05			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			2010			Qtr2			4.4			75.23			4.32


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			12/31/2010			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			2.3			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			2010			Qtr4			4.2			80.56			4.39


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			03/31/2011			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			2.1			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			2011			Qtr1			5.3			92.82			4.53


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			06/30/2011			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			2.57			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			2011			Qtr2			4			85.74			4.45


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			12/31/2011			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			2.36			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			2011			Qtr4			2.8			55.11			4.01


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			03/31/2012			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			0.862			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			2012			Qtr1			5.9			42.42			3.75


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			12/31/2012			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total [as P]			1.04			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			2012			Qtr4			2.9			25.15			3.22


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			03/31/2013			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total [as P]			1.41			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			2013			Qtr1			2.3			27.05			3.30


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			06/30/2013			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total [as P]			3.03			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			2013			Qtr2			2			50.54			3.92


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			12/31/2013			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total [as P]			2.08			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			2013			Qtr4			1.4			24.29			3.19


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			03/31/2014			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total [as P]			2.43			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			2014			Qtr1			3.9			79.04			4.37


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			06/30/2014			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total [as P]			4.29			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			2014			Qtr2			2.2			78.71			4.37


																					Average			2.36																		Max			6.7			125


																																										Average			3.60			67.15			4.13


																																										Variance									0.1779283475








PERFORMLIM TP Load AML Q3


			PERFORMANCE-BASED EFFLUENT LIMITS


			USE EXCEL TO PERFORM THE LOGNORMAL TRANSFORMATION


GBAI461: transform data to lognormal by using LN( ) function in Excel.  Assume a column of 10 numbers (a1-a10).  In the next column first cell type =LN(a1).  Then copy and paste this formula in the remainder of the b column.  Go to Tools-Data Analysis-Descriptive Statistics.(If you don't see this option go to Tools-Add ins and select Analysis Toolpak) For input data point to your b column numbers. For output range just type in a cell number out of the way.  Select summary statistics at the bottom and then OK.


			 AND CALCULATE THE TRANSFORMED MEAN AND VARIANCE 


																					LOGNORMAL TRANSFORMED MEAN =			3.8306


						   LOGNORMAL TRANSFORMED VARIANCE =																		0.0832


			        NUMBER OF SAMPLES/MONTH FOR COMPLIANCE MONITORING =																					8


						 AUTOCORRELATION FACTOR( ne)(USE 0 IF UNKNOWN) =															


Dept. of Ecology: insert effective sample size (ne) if accounting for autocorrelation (see E-8 and E-9 of the TSD) otherwise use 0 here
			0


																					E(X) = 			48.0486


																					V(X) =			200.332


																					VARn			0.0108


																					MEANn=			3.8668


																					VAR(Xn)=			25.041





												AVERAGE MONTHLY EFFLUENT LIMIT =												61


												60.8501064795			59.6882747077











PERFORMLIM TP Load AML June


			PERFORMANCE-BASED EFFLUENT LIMITS


			USE EXCEL TO PERFORM THE LOGNORMAL TRANSFORMATION


GBAI461: transform data to lognormal by using LN( ) function in Excel.  Assume a column of 10 numbers (a1-a10).  In the next column first cell type =LN(a1).  Then copy and paste this formula in the remainder of the b column.  Go to Tools-Data Analysis-Descriptive Statistics.(If you don't see this option go to Tools-Add ins and select Analysis Toolpak) For input data point to your b column numbers. For output range just type in a cell number out of the way.  Select summary statistics at the bottom and then OK.


			 AND CALCULATE THE TRANSFORMED MEAN AND VARIANCE 


																					LOGNORMAL TRANSFORMED MEAN =			3.8950


						   LOGNORMAL TRANSFORMED VARIANCE =																		0.0583


			        NUMBER OF SAMPLES/MONTH FOR COMPLIANCE MONITORING =																					9


						 AUTOCORRELATION FACTOR( ne)(USE 0 IF UNKNOWN) =															


Dept. of Ecology: insert effective sample size (ne) if accounting for autocorrelation (see E-8 and E-9 of the TSD) otherwise use 0 here
			0


																					E(X) = 			50.6099


																					V(X) =			153.815


																					VARn			0.0067


																					MEANn=			3.9208


																					VAR(Xn)=			17.091





												AVERAGE MONTHLY EFFLUENT LIMIT =												61


												60.9775818629			60.2257904691











PERFORMLIM TP Load AML Q1,2,4


			PERFORMANCE-BASED EFFLUENT LIMITS


			USE EXCEL TO PERFORM THE LOGNORMAL TRANSFORMATION


GBAI461: transform data to lognormal by using LN( ) function in Excel.  Assume a column of 10 numbers (a1-a10).  In the next column first cell type =LN(a1).  Then copy and paste this formula in the remainder of the b column.  Go to Tools-Data Analysis-Descriptive Statistics.(If you don't see this option go to Tools-Add ins and select Analysis Toolpak) For input data point to your b column numbers. For output range just type in a cell number out of the way.  Select summary statistics at the bottom and then OK.


			 AND CALCULATE THE TRANSFORMED MEAN AND VARIANCE 


																					LOGNORMAL TRANSFORMED MEAN =			4.1295


						   LOGNORMAL TRANSFORMED VARIANCE =																		0.1779


			        NUMBER OF SAMPLES/MONTH FOR COMPLIANCE MONITORING =																					8


						 AUTOCORRELATION FACTOR( ne)(USE 0 IF UNKNOWN) =															


Dept. of Ecology: insert effective sample size (ne) if accounting for autocorrelation (see E-8 and E-9 of the TSD) otherwise use 0 here
			0


																					E(X) = 			67.9310


																					V(X) =			898.649


																					VARn			0.0241


																					MEANn=			4.2065


																					VAR(Xn)=			112.331





												AVERAGE MONTHLY EFFLUENT LIMIT =												96


												96.2733081863			92.5834196864














From: Nickel. Brian

To: "Daniel.Redline@deg.idaho.gov"; "mward@sandpointidaho.gov"

Cc: “rluttmann@sandpointidaho.gov"; "mpeck@sandpointidaho.gov"

Subject: RE: City of Sandpoint Wastewater Treatment Plant NPDES Permit No. 1D0020842
Date: Friday, July 01, 2016 4:05:00 PM

Melissa, all:

Just confirming that | received the comments as well. Have a good weekend.
Thanks,

Brian Nickel, E.I.T.

Environmental Engineer

US EPA Region 10 | Office of Water and Watersheds | NPDES Permits Unit
Voice: 206-553-6251 | Toll Free: 800-424-4372 ext. 6251 | Fax: 206-553-1280
Nickel.Brian@epa.gov

http://epa.gov/ri10earth/waterpermits.htm

Please conserve natural resources by not printing this message.

From: Daniel.Redline@deq.idaho.gov [mailto:Daniel.Redline@deg.idaho.gov]

Sent: Friday, July 01, 2016 4:03 PM

To: mward@sandpointidaho.gov

Cc: Nickel, Brian ; rluttmann@sandpointidaho.gov; mpeck@sandpointidaho.gov

Subject: RE: City of Sandpoint Wastewater Treatment Plant NPDES Permit No. ID0020842
Melissa,

| just wanted to let you know that | received your email with the city’s comments on the
draft NPDES permit and 401 certification. Thank you for your comments. We will
evaluate all of the comments received and work with EPA to develop a response to
comments over the next several weeks. Thanks again and enjoy the holiday weekend.
Dan Redline

Regional Administrator, Coeur d’Alene Office

Idaho Department of Environmental Quality

Office Phone: 208-769-1422

Direct Line: 208-666-4621

Daniel.redline@deq.idaho.gov

From: Melissa Ward [mailto:mward@sandpointidaho.gov]
Sent: Friday, July 01, 2016 3:08 PM

To: Daniel Redline
Cc: nickel.brian@epa.gov; Ryan Luttmann; Maree Peck
Subject: City of Sandpoint Wastewater Treatment Plant NPDES Permit No. 1D0020842

Mr. Redline:

I am forwarding the attached on behalf of Mayor Rognstad. The original will follow by First Class
Mail.

Melissa Ward

Deputy City Clerk

City of Sandpoint

1123 Lake St., Sandpoint, Idaho 83864

(208) 263-3317
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email: mward@sandpointidaho.gov

City website: www.sandpointidaho.gov

The City of Sandpoint and USDA are equal opportunity providers and employers.

If you wish to file a Civil Rights program complaint of discrimination, complete the USDA Program
Discrimination Complaint Form, found online at http://www.ascr.usda.gov/complaint_filing_cust.html or at
any USDA office or call (866) 632-9992 to request the form. You may also write a letter containing all of
the information requested in the form. Send your completed complaint form or letter by mail to U.S.
Department of Agriculture, Director, Office of Adjudication, 1400 Independence Ave. SW, Washington,
DC, 20250-9410, by fax to (202) 690-7442 or email at program.intake@usda.gov.



mailto:mward@sandpointidaho.gov

http://www.sandpointidaho.gov/

http://www.ascr.usda.gov/complaint_filing_cust.html

mailto:program.intake@usda.gov




From: Nickel. Brian

To: "June.Bergquist@deg.idaho.gov"

Cc: <Daniel.Redline@deq.idaho.gov=>; "Thomas.Herron@deq.idaho.gov"
Subject: RE: NPDES Permit and DEQ 401 Certification Extension Request
Date: Monday, November 24, 2014 1:27:00 PM

Attachments: PN Extension Ltr to City of Sandpoint 112114.pdf

June:

We sent a letter to the City on Friday stating that we’ve extended the public comment period until

January 30, You should receive a copy by mail soon if you haven’t already.
Thanks,

Brian Nickel, E.I.T.

Environmental Engineer

US EPA Region 10 | Office of Water and Watersheds | NPDES Permits Unit
Voice: 206-553-6251 | Toll Free: 800-424-4372 ext. 6251 | Fax: 206-553-0165
Nickel.Brian@epa.gov

http://epa.gov/ri0earth/waterpermits.htm

Please conserve natural resources by not printing this message.

From: June.Bergquist@deq.idaho.gov [mailto:June.Bergquist@deq.idaho.gov]

Sent: Monday, November 24, 2014 12:36 PM

To: kody@ci.sandpoint.id.us

Cc: John.Tindall@degq.idaho.gov; Thomas.Herron@deq.idaho.gov; Daniel.Redline@deq.idaho.gov;
Nickel, Brian; June.Bergquist@deg.idaho.gov

Subject: RE: NPDES Permit and DEQ 401 Certification Extension Request

Hi Kody,

Thank you for the request, yes we can extend the draft 401 certification however long
EPA extends their draft permit.

June

June Bergquist

Regional Water Quality Compliance Officer

Idaho Department of Environmental Quality

Coeur d'Alene Regional Office

2110 Ironwood Parkway

Coeur d'Alene, ID 83814

phone (208) 666-4605

fax (208) 769-1404

e-mail: june.bergquist@deq.idaho.gov
Receptionist telephone number (208) 769-1422

From: Kody Van Dyk [mailto:kody@ci.sandpoint.id.us]
Sent: Monday, November 24, 2014 10:28 AM

To: Daniel Redline
Subject: NPDES Permit and DEQ 401 Certification Extension Request

Good Morning Dan,

We copied you on our request to EPA for an extension of time to comment on Sandpoint’s NPDES
permit. We did not specifically request an extension of time on DEQ’s 401 Certification. Do we need
to request that also? Can this e-mail suffice, in conjunction with our letter to EPA, as a request for
extension?
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Reply to Attn of: OWW-191 November 21, 2014

CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

The Honorable Carrie Logan
Mayor, City of Sandpoint
1123 Lake Street

Sandpoint, ID 83864

Re:  Extension of Public Comment Period for the City of Sandpoint Wastewater Treatment Plant
NPDES Permit Number: 1D0020842

Dear Mayor Logan:

I am writing in response to your letter of November 18, 2014, in which you requested an extension of
the public comment period for the draft NPDES permit for the City of Sandpoint until April 1, 2015.
After consideration of your letter we agree that additional time to review the draft permit is warranted
and, therefore, we are extending the public comment period for the City of Sandpoint permit until
January 30, 2015. This will extend the public comment period until after the holidays and to a total of 91
days. This is consistent with recent comment periods for other relatively complex draft permits for
publicly owned treatment works (POTWs), and is three times the minimum 30 days required by federal
regulations (40 CFR 124.10(b)). From our experience with permitting POTWs in Idaho, we believe this
extension will give the City adequate time to provide comments on the draft permit.

In addition, we would like to offer to arrange a meeting or conference call with the City to discuss the
substantive concerns that the City mentioned in its letter, e.g. modeling, mixing zones, and new
monitoring requirements. If you are interested in such a meeting, please contact Brian Nickel of my staff
at 206-553-6251 or Nickel.Brian@epa.gov. Of course, you are welcome to contact Mr. Nickel or myself
(at 206-553-1755 or Lidgard.Michael@epa.gov) with any questions that you may have about the draft
permit and fact sheet as well.

Sincerely,

Michael J. Lidgard
Manager, NPDES Permits Unit

cc: Mr. Daniel Redline, Regional Administrator, IDEQ Coeur d’Alene Regional Office
Ms. June Bergquist, IDEQ Coeur d’Alene Regional Office
Mr. Ken Merrill, Kalispel Tribe of Indians, Water Resources Program
Mr. Ben Conard, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Northern Idaho Field Office









Thanks,

Kody
The City of Sandpoint and USDA are equal opportunity providers and employers






From: Nickel. Brian

To: June.Bergquist@deq.idaho.gov; kristin.larson@deq.idaho.gov
Subject: RE: PDO River pH data
Date: Thursday, March 30, 2017 4:58:00 PM

June, Kristin:

Does IDEQ have any data from the upper Pend Oreille River or Lake Pend Oreille for the following
parameters?

e Arsenic
e Chromium

e Copper

e Cyanide
e |ead

e Mercury
e Nickel

e Silver

e Zinc

| ask because USFWS is asking us for more information about background concentrations of some of
the pollutants evaluated in the Fact Sheet and the BE.

Thanks,
Brian Nickel, E.I.T.

Environmental Engineer

US EPA Region 10 | Office of Water and Watersheds | NPDES Permits Unit
Voice: 206-553-6251 | Toll Free: 800-424-4372 ext. 6251 | Fax: 206-553-1280
Nickel.Brian@epa.gov

http://epa.gov/r10earth/waterpermits.htm

Please conserve natural resources by not printing this message.

From: June.Bergquist@deq.idaho.gov [mailto:June.Bergquist@deq.idaho.gov]
Sent: Friday, August 05, 2016 9:11 AM

To: Nickel, Brian <Nickel.Brian@epa.gov>

Cc: June.Bergquist@deg.idaho.gov

Subject: FW: PDO River pH data

Brian | hope this helps. The railroad bridge is the one in PDO Lake located east of the “long bridge”

which is Highway 95. You can check out the coordinates below. Let me know if you have any
guestions.

From: Kristin Larson



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=9483559E89D34E6D96093E7F5F811F72-NICKEL, BRIAN

mailto:June.Bergquist@deq.idaho.gov

mailto:kristin.larson@deq.idaho.gov

mailto:Nickel.Brian@epa.gov

http://epa.gov/r10earth/waterpermits.htm



Sent: Friday, August 05, 2016 8:57 AM
To: June Bergquist
Subject: PDO River pH data

June,

Here is all the pH and temp data on Downstream Springy Point (DSP) and Railroad Bridge (RRB). The
two pdf files show the exact location. Coordinates are:

Downstream Springy Point: N 116° 36'8" W 48° 14' 23"
Railroad Bridge: N 116° 31'40" W 48° 15' 29"

R ristin

Kristin Larson

Idaho Department of Environmental Quality
2110 Ironwood Parkway

Coeur d'Alene, ID 83814

(208) 769-1422






From: Kristin.Larson@deq.idaho.gov

To: Nickel, Brian; June.Bergquist@deq.idaho.gov
Subject: RE: PDO River pH data

Date: Monday, April 10, 2017 9:46:42 AM

Brian

This got buried. Sorry. No metals data has been collected on the Pend Oreille River. | need to
double check with Bob Steed on this. He’s out sick today. | don’t believe any metals data has been
collected in the Pend Oreille Lake. Metals data has been collected below Cabinet Gorge reservoir
on the Clark Fork River.

Kri&tz’n

Kristin Larson

Idaho Department of Environmental Quality
2110 Ironwood Parkway

Coeur d'Alene, ID 83814

(208) 769-1422

From: Nickel, Brian [mailto:Nickel.Brian@epa.gov]
Sent: Thursday, March 30, 2017 4:59 PM

To: June Bergquist; Kristin Larson

Subject: RE: PDO River pH data

June, Kristin:

Does IDEQ have any data from the upper Pend Oreille River or Lake Pend Oreille for the following
parameters?

e Arsenic
e Chromium

e Copper
e Cyanide
e |ead

e Mercury

e Nickel
e Silver
e Zinc

| ask because USFWS is asking us for more information about background concentrations of some of
the pollutants evaluated in the Fact Sheet and the BE.

Thanks,

Brian Nickel, E.I.T.
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Environmental Engineer

US EPA Region 10 | Office of Water and Watersheds | NPDES Permits Unit
Voice: 206-553-6251 | Toll Free: 800-424-4372 ext. 6251 | Fax: 206-553-1280
Nickel.Brian@epa.gov

http://epa.gov/r10earth/waterpermits.htm

Please conserve natural resources by not printing this message.

From: June.Bergquist@deq.idaho.gov [mailto:June.Bergquist@deq.idaho.gov]
Sent: Friday, August 05, 2016 9:11 AM

To: Nickel, Brian <Nickel.Brian@epa.gov>
Cc: June.Bergquist@deq.idaho.gov
Subject: FW: PDO River pH data

Brian | hope this helps. The railroad bridge is the one in PDO Lake located east of the “long bridge”
which is Highway 95. You can check out the coordinates below. Let me know if you have any
guestions.

From: Kristin Larson

Sent: Friday, August 05, 2016 8:57 AM
To: June Bergquist

Subject: PDO River pH data

June,

Here is all the pH and temp data on Downstream Springy Point (DSP) and Railroad Bridge (RRB). The
two pdf files show the exact location. Coordinates are:

Downstream Springy Point: N 116° 36'8" W 48° 14' 23"
Railroad Bridge: N 116°31'40" W 48° 15' 29"

{,ﬁ&tz’n

Kristin Larson

Idaho Department of Environmental Quality
2110 Ironwood Parkway

Coeur d’Alene, ID 83814

(208) 769-1422
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From: Nickel. Brian

To: "Paul Klatt"; "Daniel.Redline@deq.idaho.gov"

Cc: "rluttmann@sandpointidaho.gov"; "Brett M. Converse"

Subject: RE: Sandpoint NPDES Permit 1D0020842 comments and schedule?
Date: Tuesday, August 02, 2016 3:54:00 PM

Attachments: image001.png

Paul:

We ask that you submit a Freedom of Information Act request for the comments on the draft
permits (I presume you’ll want to request the comments received on both versions of the draft
permit). You can do that on-line at:

https://foiaonline.regulations.gov

As far as schedule, we’ve hit a bit of a snag in terms of Endangered Species Act (ESA) consultation.
Although we sent the revised biological evaluation (reflecting the changes in the revised draft
permit) to the Fish and Wildlife service via certified mail (and we received the delivery confirmation)
back in April, it never made it to the desk of the staff person responsible for reviewing it. | sent it to

them again (by e-mail this time) on July 19t However, ESA consultation is going to take longer than
I would have liked.

Thanks,

Brian Nickel, E.I.T.

Environmental Engineer

US EPA Region 10 | Office of Water and Watersheds | NPDES Permits Unit

Voice: 206-553-6251 | Toll Free: 800-424-4372 ext. 6251 | Fax: 206-553-1280
Nickel.Brian@epa.gov

http://epa.gov/r10earth/waterpermits.htm

Please conserve natural resources by not printing this message.

From: Paul Klatt [mailto:pklatt@jub.com]

Sent: Tuesday, August 02, 2016 3:45 PM

To: Nickel, Brian ; Daniel.Redline@deq.idaho.gov

Cc: rluttmann@sandpointidaho.gov; Brett M. Converse

Subject: Sandpoint NPDES Permit ID0020842 comments and schedule?

Dan and Brian,

We were just wondering if we can get a copy of the public comments received on the most recent
Sandpoint Draft NPDES Permit and get an idea of what the schedule might be for issuing the permit
and response to comments. With such large and long-lasting issues on the table, we very much
appreciate any heads up information that you can share.

Paul A. Klatt, P.E.

Senior Project Manager

J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc.

7825 Meadowlark Way, Coeur d’Alene, ID 83815

e pklatt@jub.com w www.jub.com
p 208 762 8787 ¢ 208 714 7075 f 208 762 9797

- THE CATEWAY
) B e [B]) e
(JUB.

DTellE J--B COMPLSTY

This e-mail and any attachments involving J-U-B or a subsidiary business may contain
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information that is confidential and/or proprietary. Prior to use, you agree to the provisions
found at edocs.jub.com. If you believe you received this email in error, please reply to that
effect and then delete all copies.






From: Daniel.Redline@deq.idaho.gov

To: Nickel, Brian; pklatt@jub.com

Cc: rluttmann@sandpointidaho.gov; bconverse@jub.com

Subject: RE: Sandpoint NPDES Permit 1D0020842 comments and schedule?
Date: Friday, August 05, 2016 10:29:04 AM

Attachments: image001.png

Paul,

You can also submit a Public Records Request to our office for the same documents. The
request form is available on the DEQ website at the top of the webpage. Make sure your
request is clearly describing the documents that you are interested in and we can
generally process the request fairly quickly. Let me know if you have any questions.

Dan Redline

Regional Administrator, Coeur d’Alene Office

Idaho Department of Environmental Quality

Office Phone: 208-769-1422

Direct Line: 208-666-4621

Daniel.redline@deq.idaho.gov

From: Nickel, Brian [mailto:Nickel.Brian@epa.gov]

Sent: Tuesday, August 02, 2016 3:55 PM

To: Paul Klatt; Daniel Redline

Cc: rluttmann@sandpointidaho.gov; Brett M. Converse

Subject: RE: Sandpoint NPDES Permit ID0020842 comments and schedule?

Paul:

We ask that you submit a Freedom of Information Act request for the comments on the draft
permits (I presume you’ll want to request the comments received on both versions of the draft
permit). You can do that on-line at:

https://foiaonline.regulations.gov

As far as schedule, we’ve hit a bit of a snag in terms of Endangered Species Act (ESA) consultation.
Although we sent the revised biological evaluation (reflecting the changes in the revised draft
permit) to the Fish and Wildlife service via certified mail (and we received the delivery confirmation)
back in April, it never made it to the desk of the staff person responsible for reviewing it. | sent it to

them again (by e-mail this time) on July 19t However, ESA consultation is going to take longer than
I would have liked.

Thanks,

Brian Nickel, E.I.T.

Environmental Engineer

US EPA Region 10 | Office of Water and Watersheds | NPDES Permits Unit

Voice: 206-553-6251 | Toll Free: 800-424-4372 ext. 6251 | Fax: 206-553-1280
Nickel.Brian@epa.gov

http://epa.gov/r10earth/waterpermits.htm

Please conserve natural resources by not printing this message.

From: Paul Klatt [mailto:pklatt@jub.com]
Sent: Tuesday, August 02, 2016 3:45 PM
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To: Nickel, Brian <Nickel.Brian@epa.gov>; Daniel.Redline@deq.idaho.gov

Cc: rluttmann@sandpointidaho.gov; Brett M. Converse <bconverse@jub.com>

Subject: Sandpoint NPDES Permit ID0020842 comments and schedule?

Dan and Brian,

We were just wondering if we can get a copy of the public comments received on the most recent
Sandpoint Draft NPDES Permit and get an idea of what the schedule might be for issuing the permit
and response to comments. With such large and long-lasting issues on the table, we very much
appreciate any heads up information that you can share.

Paul A. Klatt, P.E.

Senior Project Manager

J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc.

7825 Meadowlark Way, Coeur d’Alene, ID 83815

e pklatt@jub.com w www.jub.com
p 208 762 8787 ¢ 208 714 7075 f 208 762 9797

- ™E N GATEWAY
. Lansoon ) | marewe
(JUB. B

DTl -8 ORI

This e-mail and any attachments involving J-U-B or a subsidiary business may contain
information that is confidential and/or proprietary. Prior to use, you agree to the provisions
found at edocs.jub.com. If you believe you received this email in error, please reply to that
effect and then delete all copies.
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From: Nickel. Brian

To: Don.Essig@deq.idaho.gov

Subject: RE: Sandpoint WLA for TP and conservatism
Date: Wednesday, June 15, 2016 12:58:00 PM
Attachments: TSD 103.pdf

Don:

In this context, a higher probability basis actually results in a higher limit.

At this point in the limit calculation process you have a “long term average” (LTA) level of discharge
that you want your relatively short-term (monthly and weekly) effluent limits to require the
discharge to meet. The exceedance probability refers to the probability that the facility will exceed
its average monthly limit (AML) if the long-term average discharge and the variability are equal to
the values calculated (or assumed) in the limit calculation. For a discharge with a given long term
average and variability of the discharge, there is a higher probability that they will comply with a
higher (less stringent) effluent limit. That’s why the 9gth percentile probability basis (1% exceedance
probability) results in a higher limit than the 95th percentile (5% exceedance probability).
The TSD provides tables of long-term average to average monthly limit multipliers in Table 5-2, on
Page 103 (attached). For Sandpoint’s TP limits, the CV is 0.354 and n = 8 samples per month. Table 5-
2 lists CVsin increments of 0.1, and “n’s” of 1, 2, 4, 10, and 30, but you can see that, for an n of 10

and a CV of 0.4, the 95t percentile probability basis would result in a AML:LTA ratio of 1.25:1,

whereas the 99T percentile probability basis would result in an AML:LTA ratio of 1.33:1. For
Sandpoint’s exact CV and n, the ratio is 1.326.

Yes, I've been asked (by June Bergquist in the Coeur d’Alene Regional Office) to participate in
Friday’s meeting.

Hope this clears things up a bit.

Thanks,

Brian Nickel, E.I.T.

Environmental Engineer

US EPA Region 10 | Office of Water and Watersheds | NPDES Permits Unit

Voice: 206-553-6251 | Toll Free: 800-424-4372 ext. 6251 | Fax: 206-553-1280
Nickel.Brian@epa.gov

http://epa.gov/r10earth/waterpermits.htm

Please conserve natural resources by not printing this message.

From: Don.Essig@deq.idaho.gov [mailto:Don.Essig@deq.idaho.gov]

Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2016 12:30 PM

To: Nickel, Brian

Subject: Sandpoint WLA for TP and conservatism

Brian,

You no doubt have heard the City of Sandpoint has raised issues with their TP limit, (oddly) our
authorization of use of a mixing zone, their ammonia limit, and mercury fish tissue monitoring
requirements.

| am writing now just regarding the TP limits, and in particular this paragraph in the factsheet (pg E-
7):

Probability Basis

The probability basis is the probability that the permittee will comply with the average monthly
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Table 5-2.

Calculation of Permit Limits

LTA multipliers
cV 9[20—0502]
95th 99th . . P
Percentile | Percentile Maximum Daily Limit
0.1 1.17 1.25
0.2 1.36 1.55
z06-0502
03 1.55 1.90 MDL =LTAse ]
04 1.75 2.27
g': ;_?g g?? where 62 = In[CV2 + 1],
P P nEn z = 1.645 for 95th percentile occurrence probability, and
0.7 2.3 358 - . "
08 248 401 z = 2.326 for 99th percentile occurrence probability
0.9 2.64 4.46
1.0 2.78 4.90
1.1 2.91 5.34
1.2 3.03 5.76
1.3 3.13 6.17
1.4 3.23 6.56
1.5 3.31 6.93
1.6 3.38 7.29
1.7 3.45 7.63
1.8 3.51 7.95
1.9 3.56 8.26
2.0 3.60 8.55
LTA Multiptiers
e[zcn-o.snn2]
Cv 95th 99th
.. Percentile Percentile
Average Monthly Limit
n=1 n=2 n=4 n=10 n=30 n=1 n=2 n=4 n=10 n=30
0.1 117 112 1.08 106 1.03 125 1.18 112 108 1.04
0.2 136 125 117 112 1.06 155 1.37 125 116 109
0.3 155 1.38 126 1.18 1.09 190 158 140 1.24 113
0.4 1.75 152 136 125 1.12 227 183 155 133 1.18
(z0.-050.2] 0.5 195 166 145 131 1.16 268 209 1.72 142 123
AML =LTA e noE e 0.6 213 180 155 138 1.19 311 237 180 152 128
0.7 23t 1.94 185 145 122 356 266 208 162 133
0.8 248 207 175 152 126 401 296 227 173 139
2 2
where on®=/[CVE/n+ 1], | gq | 264 220 185 159 129 | 446 328 248 184 144
Z = 1.645 for 95th percentile, 1.0 278 233 195 166 1.33 490 359 268 196 150
z = 2.326 for 39th percentile, and| 1.1 2.91 245 204 173 136 534 391 290 207 156
n = number of samples/month 1.2 303 25 213 180 1.39 576 423 311 218 182
1.3 313 267 223 187 143 6.17 455 334 232 168
1.4 323 277 231 194 147 656 4.86 356 245 174
15 331 286 240 200 1.50 693 517 378 258 180
1.6 338 295 248 207 154 729 547 401 271 187
17 345 303 256 214 157 763 577 423 284 193
1.8 351 310 264 220 161 795 606 4.46 298 2.00
1.9 356 3.17 271 227 164 826 6.34 468 312 207
20 360 323 278 233 168 855 661 490 326 214

The proper enforcement of this type of WLA depends on the
parameter limited. For nutrients and biochemical oxygen de-
mand (BOD), the WLA value generally has been used as the
average daily permit limit. However, the impact associated with
toxic pollutants is more time dependent, as reflected in the 4-day
average duration for the criteria continuous concentration (CCC)
{see Chapter 2). Where there is only one water quality criterion
and therefore only one WLA, permit limits can be developed
using the following procedure:

* Consider the single WLA to be the chronic WLA and derive
an chronic LTA for this WLA using the procedures in Box 5-
2 (Step 2, Part 2).

¢ Derive MDLs and AMLs using the procedures in Box 5-2
(Step 4).

The principal advantages and disadvantages of this procedure are
similar to those for the two-value permit limit derivation method
discussed previously except that it does not examine two WLAs.

5.4.2 Other Approaches to Permitting for Aquatic Life

Other approaches for translating WLA outputs into permit limits
have been used by some permitting authorities. These methods
may combine elements of the statistical procedures discussed
earlier with specific technical and policy requirements of the
permitting authority to derive limits that may be protective of
water quality and consistent with the requirements of the WLA.
Such approaches may use simplified statistical procedures,

103















effluent limit, if the permittee’s long term average and coefficient of variation are consistent with
the assumptions used in the calculation of the average monthly limit. In general, for toxics

permitting, Section 5.5.4 of the TSD recommends the use of the 95th percentile (5% exceedance
probability) for the average monthly limit. This is a conservative approach, which is justified when
establishing effluent limits for toxic pollutants, but this conservatism is not necessary when
establishing effluent limits for nutrients, where the goal is to achieve a certain seasonal average

th
loading or concentration. Therefore, EPA has used the 99 percentile (1% exceedance probability) to
calculate the average monthly limit.

Been trying to wrap my head around the statement that using the 95 rather than 99 %
probability of compliance is more conservative. Seems to me a lower probability of exceedance

(higher probability of compliance) is the more conservative approach. Did using the 99 % probability
of compliance actual result in higher TP limits in the analysis of the Sandpoint discharge?

Has Dan Redline asked you to participate in the meeting/call with City of Sandpoint this Friday?
Don A. Essig

Surface Water Program Manager
Idaho DEQ

1410 N. Hilton

Boise, ID 83706-1255
Don.Essig@deq.idaho.gov
208-373-0119

208-373-0576 (fax)

b% Please consider the environment before printing this email.
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From: Nickel. Brian

To: "June.Bergquist@deq.idaho.gov"

Cc: "Thomas.Herron@deg.idaho.gov"; "Daniel.Redline@deg.idaho.gov"
Bcc: Lidgard, Michael; Poulsom. Susan

Subject: RE: Sandpoint WWTP meeting followup

Date: Monday, December 08, 2014 4:16:00 PM

Attachments: Capture.JPG

Beraquist RE= Sandpoint Desian Flow 1-10-13_1521.pdf
Sandpoint Effluent TP Load guarterly conc at max flow for quarter.xlsx

June, all:

Thank you for the meeting summary.

We have offered to meet with the City, but, to my knowledge, we have not yet scheduled that
meeting.

Regarding the design flow, you might recall that, originally, | had sent to you a preliminary draft
permit in late 2012, which was based on a design flow of 5.0 mgd, because that was the design flow
that the city had reported on its most recent permit application. After discussions with you (see
attached PDF), we decided to reduce that to 3.62 mgd, because that was the average daily design
flow that was reported in the City’s operation and maintenance manual (dated January 2011, see
attached JPEG image). At that time, you said “l can’t find anything that would indicate they can treat
more than 3.62 MGD.” Do you have new information corroborating the 5.0 mgd design flow that
the City claims?

Since the TP limits are intended to maintain the status quo, | would be open to expressing the limit
as a longer term average. However, if we did that, the limits would need to be somewhat lower that
what we’ve proposed, because the average monthly and average weekly limits are set higher than
the observed average load, to allow for variability. | estimate their average TP load is 65.3 Ib/day;
that really is an estimate because | only have quarterly concentration measurements, and | don’t
know what the flow rate was at the time the concentration samples were taken. | estimated the load
by pairing the concentrations with the maximum monthly average flow for the quarter in which the
concentration was measured. In any event, a long-term average limit that’s intended to maintain
current conditions would need to be set at some reasonable estimate of the average load.

Also, I'm not quite sure what the City was proposing for June — September; do they consider the
proposed limits acceptable for that season, but not at other times?

We'll have to discuss internally whether we could remove water column monitoring for mercury and
PCBs in the receiving water in favor of a fish-tissue-only approach. We don’t have many permits that
have PCB monitoring requirements, but, for mercury, whenever we’ve required fish tissue
monitoring, we’ve required water column monitoring as well, so it would definitely be a departure
from past practice to monitor for mercury in fish tissue exclusively.

Thanks again,

Brian Nickel, E.I.T.

Environmental Engineer

US EPA Region 10 | Office of Water and Watersheds | NPDES Permits Unit

Voice: 206-553-6251 | Toll Free: 800-424-4372 ext. 6251 | Fax: 206-553-0165
Nickel.Brian@epa.gov

http://epa.gov/r10earth/waterpermits.htm

Please conserve natural resources by not printing this message.

From: June.Bergquist@deg.idaho.gov [mailto:June.Bergquist@deq.idaho.gov]
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1.4 Flow and Waste Load Projections
The following Table 1-1 summarizes the projected flow and solids load to the WWTP.

Table 1-1 - Projected Design Conditions

Design Parameter Average Day Maximum Month Peak
Design Period Flow (mgd) 362 6.09 14.97
BODs (Ib/day) 5004 | e 16678
Suspended Solids (Ib/day) 3897 5924 18707
Ammonia Nitrogen (Ib/day) 604 1524 =

# Estimate based on historical dafa.

1.5 Operation and Managerial Responsibility

The Sandpoint WWTP is owned and operated by the City of Sandpoint for the purpose of
protecting the health of their residents and neighbors, and for preserving water quality of the
Pend Oreille River.






Nickel, Brian

From: June.Bergquist@deg.idaho.gov
Sent: Thursday, January 10, 2013 3:21 PM
To: BNICKEL

Cc: June.Bergquist@deq.idaho.gov
Subject: RE: Sandpoint Design flow

Hi Brian,

I can’t find anything that would indicate they can treat more than 3.62 MGD which is the most recent upgrade
(2008-2010) projected to meet needs for the next 10 years. | sent you the information I could find (2011 O&M
Manual and 2007 Facility Plan) via US mail. Their 2085 build-out projected domestic flow is 4.27 mgd so that
may be where the 5 mgd is coming from. Do they have to be able to treat that much or do they just have to
have plans to eventually treat that much? Until that question is answered | am reluctant to continue on the cert
because there will be significance tests needed for the increases from 3 to 5 mgd for certain pollutants related to
recreational uses. Let me know what you decide.

Thank you for the phosphorus calculations. One more element of concern is that during the delisting process
we heard complaints from Murphy Bay residents, located across the river from this discharge, related to excess
nutrients. There could be some back eddies or other things happening at this location. A 50% MZ may be okay
for the river as a whole but may not be okay for localized effects. | will pursue this question with our modeler
to see if we could figure out better what is happening.

June

From: June Bergquist

Sent: Wednesday, January 09, 2013 12:41 PM
To: Nickel.Brian@epamail.epa.gov

Cc: June Bergquist

Subject: RE: Sandpoint Design flow

Got it. Thank you for the explanation. 1 will do some more digging.

From: Nickel.Brian@epamail.epa.gov [Nickel.Brian@epamail.epa.gov]

Sent: Wednesday, January 09, 2013 11:21 AM

To: June Bergquist

Subject: RE: Sandpoint Design flow

June:

Like everything on the application, the discharger is supposed to be truthful in reporting their design flow, and
there can be severe penalties for submitting false information.

The problem is that "design flow" is not defined very will in any EPA rules or guidance. The closest thing to a
definition is in the application form itself, which says that the design flow is "the wastewater flow rate that the
plant was built to handle” (see also 40 CFR 122.21(j)(1)(vi)). But that, of course, is quite ambiguous, because
there are a number of potential "design" flow rates that the facility could specify (e.g. peak hourly flow, peak
daily flow, average daily flow, etc.). There can be a lot of variation in those flow rates, especially at a facility
like Sandpoint, where daily flow rates are variable, due to I/ issues .

I'm not aware that the EPA has ever taken a more specific position on what "design flow" means, but | think we
could reasonably argue that it should not be a peak daily or hourly flow; it should be a flow rate that can be
sustained for a reasonably long period of time (I would say at least 30 days) while providing adequate
treatment.








So, it's entirely possible that both the 5 mgd figure reported on the application and the 3.62 mgd figure reported
in the O&M manual could both be correct in a sense, but, if that's true, the 5 mgd "design flow" could only be
sustained for a relatively short period of time. I think what we regulators need to figure out is, what did they
really mean when they said 5 mgd in the application and 3.62 mgd in the O&M manual? In other words, what
are the averaging periods associated with those "design flows?" Then we can decide which of those is more
reasonable as a basis for permit conditions.
Thanks,
Brian Nickel, E.I.T.
Environmental Engineer
US EPA Region 10 | Office of Water and Watersheds | NPDES Permits Unit
Voice: 206-553-6251 | Toll Free: 800-424-4372 ext. 6251 | Fax: 206-553-0165
Nickel.Brian@epa.gov
http://epa.gov/rl0earth/waterpermits.htm
Please conserve natural resources by not printing this message.

---01/09/2013 01:07:52 AM---Thanks Brian, | guess | should have asked can a discharger ask for just any
design flow or does it h
From: <June.Bergquist@deqg.idaho.gov>
To: Brian Nickel/R10/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 01/09/2013 01:07 AM
Subject: RE: Sandpoint Design flow

Thanks Brian, | guess | should have asked can a discharger ask for just any design flow or does it have to be
withint their plant capability? The current upgrade at Sandpoint was based on a 10 year projected growth, why
would we consider effluent limits beyond this design (3.62 MGD)?

J.

From: Nickel.Brian@epamail.epa.gov [Nickel.Brian@epamail.epa.gov]

Sent: Tuesday, January 08, 2013 4:08 PM

To: June Bergquist

Cc: Daniel Redline

Subject: Re: Sandpoint Design flow

June:

Attached is the City of Sandpoint's application that they submitted to us in September 2006.

The design flow is reported in Part A.6 of Form 2A as 5 mgd.

I'm sure you know more about the design flow history than | do at this point; I don't have any information that

runs counter to your statements.

However, | do have at least part of a 2006 facility plan (attached), which states that "the plant has adequate

capacity to handle up to 2.5 mgd of average flow" (Section 2.7). But that statement, of course, predates the

O&M manual you were referring to.

Thanks,

Brian Nickel, E.I.T.

Environmental Engineer

US EPA Region 10 | Office of Water and Watersheds | NPDES Permits Unit

Voice: 206-553-6251 | Toll Free: 800-424-4372 ext. 6251 | Fax: 206-553-0165

Nickel.Brian@epa.gov

http://epa.gov/rl0earth/waterpermits.htm

Please conserve natural resources by not printing this message.

(See attached file: Sandpoint_Application_2006.pdf)(See attached file: wastewaterfacilityplan06.pdf)
---01/08/2013 03:38:14 PM---Hi Brian, You recalled correctly, Sandpoint's current permit is for 3 MGD

design flow. Sandpoint di

From: <June.Bergquist@deqg.idaho.gov>








To: Brian Nickel/R10/USEPA/US@EPA

Cc: <Daniel.Redline@deg.idaho.gov>, <June.Bergquist@deqg.idaho.gov>
Date: 01/08/2013 03:38 PM

Subject: Sandpoint Design flow

Hi Brian,

You recalled correctly, Sandpoint’s current permit is for 3 MGD design flow. Sandpoint did an upgrade
between 2008 and 2010 which increased their design flow to 3.62 MGD. | have attached an image of the
pertinent section in their new 2011 O&M Manual. The Manual is 26 MB so | couldn’t send it to you.

You used a 5 MGD design flow for calculating effluent limits. The 5 MGD must be what they put in their most
recent application (could you send that to me?-thanks). | think this means we will treat the amount above
3MGD as a proposed increase in design flow that is subject to antidegradation rules. The waterbody is Tier 2
(high quality) for recreational uses and pollutants significant to recreational uses are mercury, phosphorus, E.
coli, arsenic, zinc, cyanide and nickel. Increases of these pollutants beyond the 3 MGD design flow must not
decrease assimilative capacity of the river by more than 10%. If they do exceed 10%, Sandpoint would need to
provide an alternatives analysis and a socio-economic justification so DEQ can evaluate if the degradation
should be allowed. Do you agree with this design flow history? Thanks.

June[attachment "Capture2.JPG" deleted by Brian Nickel/R10/USEPA/US] [attachment "Capture.JPG" deleted
by Brian Nickel/R10/USEPA/US]









TP Load Max Q


			NPDES ID			Permit Name			Monitoring Period End Date			Monitoring Location Code			Monitoring Location Desc			Parameter Code			Parameter Desc			DMR Value			Limit Unit Desc			Statistical Base Long Desc			DMR Value Qualifier Code			DMR Value Qualifier Desc			Quarterly Max. Monthly Avg. Flow			Est. Load (lb/day)			ln(Load)


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			03/31/2002			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			1.85			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum									4.0			61.7			4.1


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			06/30/2002			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			2.62			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum									3.0			65.6			4.2


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			09/30/2002			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			3.21			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum									1.8			48.2			3.9


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			12/31/2002			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			3.1			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum									2.2			56.9			4.0


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			03/31/2003			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			2.11			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum									4.6			80.9			4.4


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			06/30/2003			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			2.97			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum									2.8			69.4			4.2


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			09/30/2003			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			1.63			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum									2.2			29.9			3.4


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			12/31/2003			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			1.75			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum									2.7			39.4			3.7


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			03/31/2004			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			0.8			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum									4.5			30.0			3.4


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			06/30/2004			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			1.7			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum									2.4			34.0			3.5


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			09/30/2004			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			3.17			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum									2.2			58.2			4.1


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			12/31/2004			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			1.87			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum									3.6			56.1			4.0


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			03/31/2005			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			2.91			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum									3.1			75.2			4.3


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			06/30/2005			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)						Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum									3.1


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			09/30/2005			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			2.37			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum									2.0			39.5			3.7


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			12/31/2005			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			4.26			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum									2.8			99.5			4.6


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			03/31/2006			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			1.67			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum									6.7			93.3			4.5


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			06/30/2006			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			2.21			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			3.0			55.3			4.0


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			09/30/2006			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			1.66			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			2.0			27.7			3.3


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			12/31/2006			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			2.31			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			3.7			71.3			4.3


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			03/31/2007			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			1.59			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			4.7			62.3			4.1


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			06/30/2007			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			3.72			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			2.6			80.7			4.4


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			09/30/2007			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			1.87			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			2.3			35.9			3.6


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			12/31/2007			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			1.89			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			3.0			47.3			3.9


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			03/31/2008			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)						Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum									6.4


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			06/30/2008			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			3.4			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			4.4			125			5


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			09/30/2008			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			3.65			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			2.1			63.9			4.2


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			12/31/2008			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			3.72			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			1.9			58.9			4.1


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			03/31/2009			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			1.53			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			6.4			81.7			4.4


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			06/30/2009			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			3.08			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			4.1			105			5


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			09/30/2009			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			2.21			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			3.1			57.1			4.0


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			12/31/2009			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			2.59			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			3.7			79.9			4.4


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			03/31/2010			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			2.6			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			4.8			104			5


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			06/30/2010			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			2.05			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			4.4			75.2			4.3


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			09/30/2010			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			2.51			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			2.4			50.2			3.9


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			12/31/2010			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			2.3			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			4.2			80.6			4.4


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			03/31/2011			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			2.1			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			5.3			92.8			4.5


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			06/30/2011			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			2.57			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			4.0			85.7			4.5


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			09/30/2011			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			3.05			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			2.7			68.7			4.2


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			12/31/2011			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			2.36			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			2.8			55.1			4.0


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			03/31/2012			1			Effluent Gross			00665			Phosphorus, total (as P)			0.862			Milligrams per Liter			Daily Maximum			=			Equals			5.9			42.4			3.7


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			02/28/2002			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			4			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			03/31/2002			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			3.4			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average									Average			65.3			4.1


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			04/30/2002			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			3			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average									92nd Percentile			99.2


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			05/31/2002			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			2.1			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average									Maximum			125


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			06/30/2002			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			2			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average									Standard Deviation			23.0700872299


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			07/31/2002			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			1.8			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average									CV			0.354


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			08/31/2002			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			1.7			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average									Variance						0.1399361055


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			09/30/2002			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			1.7			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			10/31/2002			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			1.7			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average						92nd percentile conc. (mg/L)			3.64


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			11/30/2002			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			1.7			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average						92nd percentile flow (mgd)			4.53


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			12/31/2002			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			2.2			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average						Est. Max. Month Load			138


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			01/31/2003			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			4.6			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			02/28/2003			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			4			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average						Average Conc.			2.41


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			03/31/2003			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			4.3			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average						Standard Deviation of Conc.			0.783


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			04/30/2003			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			2.8			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average						CV			0.326


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			05/31/2003			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			2.3			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			06/30/2003			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			2			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average						Percent of MA Flows ≥ 5 mgd			3.9%


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			07/31/2003			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			2.1			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			08/31/2003			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			2.2			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			09/30/2003			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			2			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			10/31/2003			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			1.7			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			11/30/2003			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			2			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			12/31/2003			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			2.7			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			01/31/2004			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			3.2			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			02/29/2004			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			4.5			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			03/31/2004			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			3.6			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			04/30/2004			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			2.4			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			05/31/2004			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			2.3			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			06/30/2004			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			2.3			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			07/31/2004			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			2.1			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			08/31/2004			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			2.2			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			09/30/2004			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			2.1			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			10/31/2004			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			2			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			11/30/2004			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			3.3			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			12/31/2004			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			3.6			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			01/31/2005			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			3.1			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			02/28/2005			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			2.7			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			03/31/2005			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			3.1			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			04/30/2005			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			3.1			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			05/31/2005			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			2			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			06/30/2005			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			2			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			07/31/2005			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			1.9			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			08/31/2005			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			2			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			09/30/2005			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			1.8			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			10/31/2005			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			1.6			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			11/30/2005			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			2.1			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			12/31/2005			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			2.8			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			01/31/2006			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			6.7			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			02/28/2006			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			3.5			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			03/31/2006			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			3.7			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			04/30/2006			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			3			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			05/31/2006			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			2.2			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			06/30/2006			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			2.4			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			07/31/2006			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			1.9			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			08/31/2006			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			2			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			09/30/2006			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			1.9			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			10/31/2006			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			1.8			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			11/30/2006			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			3			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			12/31/2006			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			3.7			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			01/31/2007			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			3.8			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			02/28/2007			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			4.1			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			03/31/2007			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			4.7			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			04/30/2007			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			2.6			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			05/31/2007			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			1.9			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			06/30/2007			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			1.8			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			07/31/2007			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			2			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			08/31/2007			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			2.2			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			09/30/2007			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			2.3			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			10/31/2007			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			1.7			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			11/30/2007			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			1.7			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			12/31/2007			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			3			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			01/31/2008			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			3.2			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			02/29/2008			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			3.7			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			03/31/2008			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			6.4			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			04/30/2008			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			4.4			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			05/31/2008			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			2.3			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			06/30/2008			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			2.2			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			07/31/2008			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			2.1			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			08/31/2008			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			2			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			09/30/2008			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			1.8			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			10/31/2008			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			1.9			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			11/30/2008			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			1.9			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			12/31/2008			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			1.9			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			01/31/2009			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			3.2			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			02/28/2009			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			3.1			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			03/31/2009			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			6.4			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			04/30/2009			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			4.1			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			05/31/2009			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			3.1			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			06/30/2009			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			2.1			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			07/31/2009			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			2.2			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			08/31/2009			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			2.7			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			09/30/2009			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			3.1			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			10/31/2009			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			2.9			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			11/30/2009			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			3.2			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			12/31/2009			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			3.7			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			01/31/2010			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			4.8			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			02/28/2010			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			4.7			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			03/31/2010			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			2.9			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			04/30/2010			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			3.1			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			05/31/2010			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			3			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			06/30/2010			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			4.4			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			07/31/2010			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			2.4			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			08/31/2010			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			2			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			09/30/2010			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			2.1			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			10/31/2010			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			2.2			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			11/30/2010			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			3.4			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			12/31/2010			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			4.2			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			01/31/2011			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			4.7			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			02/28/2011			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			3.4			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			03/31/2011			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			5.3			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			04/30/2011			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			4			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			05/31/2011			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			3.1			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			06/30/2011			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			2.6			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			07/31/2011			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			1.9			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			08/31/2011			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			2.4			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			09/30/2011			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			2.7			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			10/31/2011			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			2.5			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			11/30/2011			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			2.8			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			12/31/2011			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			2.7			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			01/31/2012			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			3.3			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			02/29/2012			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			4.5			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals


			ID0020842			SANDPOINT, CITY OF			03/31/2012			G			Raw Sewage Influent			50050			Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant			5.9			Million Gallons per Day			Monthly Average			=			Equals










Sent: Monday, December 08, 2014 3:31 PM

To: Nickel, Brian

Cc: Thomas.Herron@deq.idaho.gov; Daniel.Redline@deq.idaho.gov
Subject: Sandpoint WWTP meeting followup

Hi Brian,

We discussed the following topics with Sandpoint:

1. Concern about design flow was expressed in that they believe that their design
flow is 5.17MGD. The issue of concern related to this is that they don’'t want to
do another facility plan until they reach 85% capacity of that flow, not the
3.62MGD. Could this be changed in part I11.D. of the permit? They understood
from previous conversations and meetings with DEQ that although they want
the extra capacity, they knew that TP was going to be held to the amount in
their existing discharge.

2.They want to challenge the Cormix model results and perform a dye test to
determine how their effluent mixes. Along with this they will need to propose
what they will do if any provision of the mixing zone rules are still exceeded.
We are open to alternative ideas that meet WQS. They are considering land
application in cooperation with Kootenai Ponderay WWTP, facility relocation or
pipe relocation. They understand that even with removal of concerns with
mixing that a design flow increase will trigger an alternatives analysis and
socioeconomic justification for increases of TP and Hg. Because the PDO
River is at a tipping point from full support to impaired due to TP and that
immediately upstream is impaired due to Hg an increase in these would be
very difficult to justify.

3. They would like a June — September TP limit and a seasonal average for the
remainder of the year (like Spokane River permits). We are open to this
approach. They would also like 100% of their effluent data used to calculate
their TP limit so they don’t exceed it. We are not supportive of this approach.

As | understand the permit uses 9ot percentile and increases their TP
monitoring to 8 times per month which should be sufficient to smooth out any
spikes in the data. They were also interested in flow weighted limits but there
were also problems with this approach along with a lack of data.

4. They felt their monitoring requirements were excessive, particularly mercury and
PCBs. DEQ’s suggestion was to propose fish tissue monitoring only for the in-
river sampling for both PCBs and mercury. Also, if all the PDO dischargers had
similar monitoring requirements that they should send a letter to the DEQ
Director suggesting consolidation of monitoring done by one entity (Sandpoint
suggested the State take this on) so results are accurate, consistent and
economical.

Sandpoint indicated that they are meeting with you also to discuss the permit and that
we will be invited to that meeting also. It would be helpful to discuss each of these
items to ensure consistency.

June

June Bergquist

Regional Water Quality Compliance Officer

Idaho Department of Environmental Quality

Coeur d'Alene Regional Office





2110 Ironwood Parkway
Coeur d’Alene, ID 83814
phone (208) 666-4605
fax (208) 769-1404

e-mail: june.bergquist@deqg.idaho.gov
Receptionist telephone number (208) 769-1422



mailto:june.bergquist@deq.idaho.gov




From: June.Bergquist@deq.idaho.gov

To: Nickel, Brian
Subject: RE: Sandpoint
Date: Monday, December 08, 2014 10:34:50 AM

Yes, | am preparing an email to you about it.

From: Nickel, Brian [mailto:Nickel.Brian@epa.gov]

Sent: Monday, December 08, 2014 10:34 AM

To: June Bergquist

Subject: Sandpoint

June:

| was just wondering if there were any significant outcomes from your meeting with Sandpoint on
Friday.

Thanks,

Brian Nickel, E.I.T.

Environmental Engineer

US EPA Region 10 | Office of Water and Watersheds | NPDES Permits Unit
Voice: 206-553-6251 | Toll Free: 800-424-4372 ext. 6251 | Fax: 206-553-0165
Nickel.Brian@epa.gov

http://epa.gov/r10earth/waterpermits.htm

Please conserve natural resources by not printing this message.
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From: Brett M. Converse

To: Nickel, Brian; June Bergquist (June.Bergquist@deq.idaho.gov)
Cc: it keil

Subject: Re: Latest 401 cert dated 9/22/16

Date: Monday, September 26, 2016 8:06:04 AM

Brian:

We received a new 401 cert from IDEQ. A snip of a paragraph is attached/below. | believe the statement highlighted in the snip below is contrary to an
agreement reached during our last meeting. | thought we had agreed that the summer P limit was based on the current mass of P discharged during the
critical period. My understanding was that the critical period was shortened which changed average mass of P discharged (statistic applied). And, using the
current mass discharged the P limit was set using anti-degradation. This point was emphasized at the meeting and resolved an issue which is a concern for all
Idaho discharges about lowering historic effluent loads without a documented loss of beneficial use and a TMDL. Did | misunderstand what you said at that
meeting?

If it is important to have some kind of statement in the cert showing a p reduction, | think something could be said about the critical averaging period being
shortened which resulted in lower P limit throughout the Critical period than originally calculated (4 months of Summer and/or annually).

Regards

Brett

Due to the limited amount of phosphorus data and its variability, the entire record to date was
used to develop the new effluent limits. (Details of how the effluent limits were calculated can be
found in Appendices E and F of the Revised Fact Sheet.) New permit limits for phosphorus
during the summer recreation season are lower than what is currently discharged to ensure no
degradation during the time of year when the effects of phosphorus are relevant to recreational
uses. Modeling was also done to ensure that this amount of phosphorus would not cause
degradation from current conditions in the river as a whole (see Appendix B). Modeling reports
are available upon request by calling the contact shown at the end of this certification.

This e-mail and any attachments involving J-U-B or a subsidiary business may contain information that is confidential and/or proprietary. Prior to
use, you agree to the provisions found at edocs.jub.com. If you believe you received this email in error, please reply to that effect and then delete all
copies.
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From: Paul Klatt

To: Nickel. Brian; Daniel.Redline@deg.idaho.gov

Cc: rluttmann@sandpointidaho.gov; Brett M. Converse

Subject: Sandpoint NPDES Permit 1D0020842 comments and schedule?
Date: Tuesday, August 02, 2016 3:42:23 PM

Attachments: imaqge002.png

Dan and Brian,

We were just wondering if we can get a copy of the public comments received on the most recent
Sandpoint Draft NPDES Permit and get an idea of what the schedule might be for issuing the permit
and response to comments. With such large and long-lasting issues on the table, we very much
appreciate any heads up information that you can share.

Paul A. Klatt, P.E.

Senior Project Manager

J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc.

7825 Meadowlark Way, Coeur d’Alene, ID 83815

e pklatt@jub.com w www.jub.com
p 208 762 8787 ¢ 208 714 7075 f 208 762 9797

f—'_
B ) @ & @
(JUB» B= B

This e-mail and any attachments involving J-U-B or a subsidiary business may contain
information that is confidential and/or proprietary. Prior to use, you agree to the provisions
found at edocs.jub.com. If you believe you received this email in error, please reply to that
effect and then delete all copies.
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From: Don.Essig@deq.idaho.gov

To: Nickel, Brian

Subject: Sandpoint WLA for TP and conservatism
Date: Wednesday, June 15, 2016 12:30:37 PM
Brian,

You no doubt have heard the City of Sandpoint has raised issues with their TP limit, (oddly) our
authorization of use of a mixing zone, their ammonia limit, and mercury fish tissue monitoring
requirements.

| am writing now just regarding the TP limits, and in particular this paragraph in the factsheet (pg E-
7):

Probability Basis

The probability basis is the probability that the permittee will comply with the average monthly
effluent limit, if the permittee’s long term average and coefficient of variation are consistent with
the assumptions used in the calculation of the average monthly limit. In general, for toxics

permitting, Section 5.5.4 of the TSD recommends the use of the 95th percentile (5% exceedance
probability) for the average monthly limit. This is a conservative approach, which is justified when
establishing effluent limits for toxic pollutants, but this conservatism is not necessary when
establishing effluent limits for nutrients, where the goal is to achieve a certain seasonal average

th
loading or concentration. Therefore, EPA has used the 99 percentile (1% exceedance probability) to
calculate the average monthly limit.

Been trying to wrap my head around the statement that using the 95t rather than 99t %
probability of compliance is more conservative. Seems to me a lower probability of exceedance

(higher probability of compliance) is the more conservative approach. Did using the 99 % probability
of compliance actual result in higher TP limits in the analysis of the Sandpoint discharge?
Has Dan Redline asked you to participate in the meeting/call with City of Sandpoint this Friday?

Don A. Essig

Surface Water Program Manager
Idaho DEQ

1410 N. Hilton

Boise, ID 83706-1255
Don.Essig@degq.idaho.gov
208-373-0119

208-373-0576 (fax)

b% Please consider the environment before printing this email.
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From: June.Bergquist@deq.idaho.gov

To: Nickel, Brian

Cc: Thomas.Herron@deg.idaho.gov; Daniel.Redline@deg.idaho.gov
Subject: Sandpoint WWTP meeting followup

Date: Monday, December 08, 2014 3:31:21 PM

Hi Brian,

We discussed the following topics with Sandpoint:

1.Concern about design flow was expressed in that they believe that their design flow is
5.17MGD. The issue of concern related to this is that they don’t want to do another
facility plan until they reach 85% capacity of that flow, not the 3.62MGD. Could this be
changed in part II.D. of the permit? They understood from previous conversations and
meetings with DEQ that although they want the extra capacity, they knew that TP was
going to be held to the amount in their existing discharge.

2.They want to challenge the Cormix model results and perform a dye test to determine
how their effluent mixes. Along with this they will need to propose what they will do if
any provision of the mixing zone rules are still exceeded. We are open to alternative
ideas that meet WQS. They are considering land application in cooperation with
Kootenai Ponderay WWTP, facility relocation or pipe relocation. They understand that
even with removal of concerns with mixing that a design flow increase will trigger an
alternatives analysis and socioeconomic justification for increases of TP and Hg.
Because the PDO River is at a tipping point from full support to impaired due to TP and
that immediately upstream is impaired due to Hg an increase in these would be very
difficult to justify.

3.They would like a June — September TP limit and a seasonal average for the remainder of
the year (like Spokane River permits). We are open to this approach. They would also
like 100% of their effluent data used to calculate their TP limit so they don’t exceed it.

We are not supportive of this approach. As | understand the permit uses 9gth
percentile and increases their TP monitoring to 8 times per month which should be
sufficient to smooth out any spikes in the data. They were also interested in flow
weighted limits but there were also problems with this approach along with a lack of
data.
4.They felt their monitoring requirements were excessive, particularly mercury and PCBs.

DEQ’s suggestion was to propose fish tissue monitoring only for the in-river sampling
for both PCBs and mercury. Also, if all the PDO dischargers had similar monitoring
requirements that they should send a letter to the DEQ Director suggesting
consolidation of monitoring done by one entity (Sandpoint suggested the State take
this on) so results are accurate, consistent and economical.

Sandpoint indicated that they are meeting with you also to discuss the permit and that we will

be invited to that meeting also. It would be helpful to discuss each of these items to ensure

consistency.

June
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June Bergquist

Regional Water Quality Compliance Officer
Idaho Department of Environmental Quality
Coeur d'Alene Regional Office

2110 Ironwood Parkway

Coeur d’Alene, ID 83814

phone (208) 666-4605

fax (208) 769-1404

e-mail: june.bergquist@deq.idaho.gov
Receptionist telephone number (208) 769-1422
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From: Nickel. Brian

To: June Bergquist

Subject: Sandpoint

Date: Monday, December 08, 2014 10:34:00 AM
June:

| was just wondering if there were any significant outcomes from your meeting with Sandpoint on
Friday.

Thanks,

Brian Nickel, E.I.T.

Environmental Engineer

US EPA Region 10 | Office of Water and Watersheds | NPDES Permits Unit

Voice: 206-553-6251 | Toll Free: 800-424-4372 ext. 6251 | Fax: 206-553-0165
Nickel.Brian@epa.gov

http://epa.gov/r10earth/waterpermits.htm

Please conserve natural resources by not printing this message.
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From: June.Bergquist@deq.idaho.gov

To: Nickel, Brian

Subject: press coverage Sandpoint

Date: Thursday, December 04, 2014 8:25:10 AM
Attachments: Talks under way BCDB 120214.docx

Sandpoint EPA permit update could boost wastewater costs CDA Press 120214.docx

FYl. We are meeting with them Friday (tomorrow) to hear more.
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Talks under way
on EPA permit

By CAMERON RASMUSSON
Staff writer

SANDPOINT — The updated
terms of a renewed Environmental
Protection Agency permit could
end up escalating costs (o the city's
‘wastewater treatment plant.

Discussions between the
Sandpoint Public Works Department
and the federal regulatory agency
are under way over the city’s
National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System permit, which
the wastewater treatment plant utiliz-
es to discharge into the Pend Oreille
River. While the terms have et to
be finalized, Public Works Director
Kody Van Dyk said the proposed
‘permit would have far-reaching

See PERMIT, Page 5
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Accused home invader pleads not guilty to charge peRmIT  smesepes,

“It could mean very

By KEITH KINNAIRD the Bonner County Jail in glars tend to beat a hasty ~court’s no-contact order Continued from Page 1 .o jeals for the rate-
News editor Tieu of $500,000 bail retreat when they dis- in an unrelated domestic  impacts on wastewater  bearers,” he added.
Eiland, 51, isaccused ~ cover a home is occupied, violence case in Spokane,  treatment ‘Another additional cost
SANDPOINT—A  ofbreakinginaglass  Sandpoint Police Chief  Wash. He pleaded not “Tor sure, it will s the introduction of a
transient accused of door of a southwest Corey Coon said. Instead  guilty to the misdemeanor change the way we do  monitoring program that
aftacking a family with ~ Sandpoint home and dis-  of flecing, Eiland con-  charges and atrial for  business,” Van Dyk said  will provide the EPA with
bear attack deterrent arging the caustic spray. fronted and pursued the  those offenses is setfor  at a recent council meet- data to gauge the health
spray during a home-inva-  into the face of the fam-  occupants of the home.  January 2015. ing. of the river, Van Dyk &
sion robbery pleaded not  ily’s patriarch. The man’s Eiland was found a Eiland was convicted According to Van Dyk, said. This program would
guilty Monday to a suite  wife and daughter were  quartermile from the site ~of firstdegree murder  the city originally applied center on river water
of felony charges. also hit with the spray  of the brealcin. He denied in Snohomish County, for a permit renewal i upstream from where

Randy Carl Eilandis_ as they sought refugein  being involved, although ~ Wash., in 1985, which  2006. For eight years, the ~ the wastewater plant
charged with battery with an upstairs room. They  court records indicate he  factored into the setting  EPA renewed the permit  discharges into the river.
intent to commit a seri-  managed to get the door had broken glass on his  of his bail in the Bonner  administratively, meaning The cost of setting up
ous felony, aggravated  closed following abrief  clothes, smelled of pepper County case. Eiland was  the city operated onan  such a program could fall

battery and burglary. His ~ struggle, according to  spray and appeared to be  given a 26-year prison  expired permit for that  into the $100,000 range,
pleas clear the way fora  probable cause hearing  suffering from ts effects. ~term in the Washington  time. In late October,  Van Dyk said.

four-day jury rialin Ist testimony. Before and after Eiland _state case, but it unclear however, the ity received The terms of the
District Court in April. ‘The daylight brealcin  was jailed, he was accused how much of that sen- its permit renewal with  permit also add several

Eiland remains held at  was unusual because bur- ~ of repeatedly violatinga  tence he actually served.  updated standards that  contaminants the city

ISP ivestigating ugive's death following stendoff E - e

o wastewater treatment  greatly increases the
requirement for measure-

thing, the ment precision. According

permitis issued for 3.6 to Van Dyk, the previous
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By KEITH COUSINS tion on a cause of death,”  attempted to contact weapon. He eluded police million gallons-per-day measurement standard
Hagadone News stated ISP spokeswoman,  Crispin by phone and with in October after allegedly ~plant rather than 5 million was milligrams per liter of
Network Teresa Baker, when asked a bullhorn, attempting to use avehi-  gallons per day, Van Dyk  water, but new standards
Monday if the 37yearold _ At330 am. Sunday,  cle to run over a Coeur  said the plantcan turn  could increase precision
COEUR ALENE —  Crispin's death was being ~ Crispin fired a least one  d’Alene Tribal Police ~ out. to micrograms or even
Idaho State Police inves-  investigated as an appar-  round from a weapon and officer during a Plummer The difference of 14 picograms — one million
tigators are looking into  ent suicide. officers returned fire. traffic stop. million gallons has times the level of mea-
the death of a fugitive Thestandoffbegan  Crispin was later found Coeur d'Alene Police ~ nificant impact because ~ surements.
whose body was found  after Crispin’s ex-wife dead in the home. No offi- Department Sgt. Christie  EPA regulations require According to Van Dyk,
inside a Coeur d'Alene  informed police at 830 cers were injured. Wood said that ISP is part that plants begin consid-  the city should have unti
‘home early Sunday follow- p.m. Saturday that the Crispin was wanted of Kootenai County’s criti- erations for expansion  January to continue dis-
ing a standoff that began  wanted man was armed by multiple jurisdictions ~ cal incident task force.  once they reach 85per-  cussions with the EPA
Saturday night. and inside her home: andhad a criminal his-  Whenever multiple law  cent capacity. That means ~ over the permitting pro-
“We are waiting for the on Quincy Court, in tory that included battery, enforcement agencies are ~that almost immediately, ~ cess. Some of the factors
autopsy, which should  the Landings neighbor-  resisting a police officer, involved in an incident, the city will have to com-  should be negotiable, he
be tomorrow, before hood. Multiple agencies  firearms violations and ISP leads the investiga-  Mission an engineering  added. For the present,
releasing any informa-  responded and officers  assault with a dangerous  tion. study for a plant expan-  he said council members

jon. That could ulti-

should keep the issue in
mately mean upgrading  mind for potential action

Accused drug dealers appear in Magistrate Court - st et mnuicnss











Sandpoint EPA permit update could boost wastewater costs 


Posted: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 12:00 am | Updated: 2:05 am, Tue Dec 2, 2014. 


Sandpoint EPA permit update could boost wastewater costs CAMERON RASMUSSON/Hagadone News Network The Coeur d' Alene Press | 


SANDPOINT - The updated terms of a renewed Environmental Protection Agency permit could end up escalating costs to the city's wastewater treatment plant.


Discussions between the Sandpoint Public Works Department and the federal regulatory agency are underway over the city's National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit, which the wastewater treatment plant utilizes to discharge into the Pend Oreille River. While the terms have yet to be finalized, Public Works Director Kody Van Dyk said the proposed permit would have far-reaching impacts on wastewater treatment.


"For sure, it will change the way we do business," Van Dyk said at a recent council meeting.


According to Van Dyk, the city originally applied for a permit renewal in 2006. For eight years, the EPA renewed the permit administratively, meaning the city operated on an expired permit for that time. In late October, however, the city received its permit renewal with updated standards that could add serious costs to wastewater treatment operations.


For one thing, the permit is issued for a 3.6 million gallons-per-day plant rather than a 5 million gallons per day that Van Dyk said the plant can turn out. The difference of 1.4 million gallons has a significant impact because EPA regulations require that plants begin considerations for expansion once they reach 85-percent capacity. That means almost immediately, the city will have to commission an engineering study for a plant expansion. That could ultimately mean upgrading equipment or moving the facility at some point in the future, Van Dyk said.


"It could mean very big deals for the rate-bearers," he added.


Another additional cost is the introduction of a monitoring program that will provide the EPA with data to gauge the health of the river, Van Dyk said. This program would center on river water upstream from where the wastewater plant discharges into the river. The cost of setting up such a program could fall into the $100,000 range, Van Dyk said.


The terms of the permit also add several contaminants the city will have to monitor and greatly increases the requirement for measurement precision. According to Van Dyk, the previous measurement standard was milligrams per liter of water, but new standards could increase precision to micrograms or even picograms - one million times the level of measurements.


[bookmark: _GoBack]According to Van Dyk, the city should have until January to continue discussions with the EPA over the permitting process. Some of the factors should be negotiable, he added. For the present, he said council members should keep the issue in mind for potential action sometime down the road.








From: June.Bergquist@deq.idaho.gov

To: Nickel, Brian

Cc: June.Bergquist@deg.idaho.gov
Subject: sediment sampling

Date: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 7:43:32 AM
Hi Brian,

No, unfortunately | have no sediment data for the PDO River, particularly at the Sandpoint outfall area. |
would be nice to know. Our sediment data is in its infancy, | am trying to get it to be a higher priority but
you know how it goes, we barely have enough money to sample water.

June
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